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DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 
(Child Welfare, County Administration, Early Childhood)  

 
Department Overview 
 
The Department of Human Services is responsible for the administration and supervision of all 
non-medical public assistance and welfare programs in the state.  It supervises programs that are 
administered at the local level by counties and other agencies and directly operates mental health 
institutes, regional centers for people with developmental disabilities, and institutions for 
juvenile delinquents.  This presentation focuses on three sections of the Department. 
  
 Child Welfare:  The Division of Child Welfare provides funding for programs that protect 

children from harm and assist families in caring for and protecting their children.  Nearly 
90.0 percent of funding in this division is allocated to counties, which are responsible for 
administering child welfare services under the supervision of the Department.  County 
departments receive and respond to reports of potential child abuse or neglect and provide 
appropriate child welfare services to the child and the family, including providing for the 
residential care of a child when a court determines this is in the best interests of the child.  
 

 County Administration: County Administration provides the 64 county departments of 
human services with resources to administer the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP; formerly known as food stamps); and provides funding through County Tax Base 
Relief to assist counties with the highest costs and lowest property tax values in meeting the 
obligation of the local match required by the state for certain public assistance programs.  
Much of this funding supports county staff who determine eligibility for programs using the 
Colorado Benefits Management System (CBMS).  Additional funding for county 
administration is included in program area budgets in other divisions and in the Department 
of Health Care Policy and Financing. 
 

 Office of Early Childhood:  This office includes the Division of Early Care and Learning 
and the Division of Community and Family Support.  The Division of Early Care and 
Learning includes funding associated with the state supervision and the county 
administration of the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP).  Through CCCAP, 
counties provide child care subsidies to low income families and families transitioning from 
the Colorado Works Program.  In addition, this division is responsible for licensing and 
monitoring child care facilities and for administering programs that are designed to improve 
the quality and availability of child care in the state.  The Division of Community and Family 
Support includes funding for various early childhood family support programs such as Early 
Intervention Services and the Nurse Home Visitor Program. 
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Department Budget: Recent Appropriations 
 
          
Funding Source FY 2012-13  FY 2013-14  FY 2014-15  FY 2015-16 * 

 General Fund $645,580,781 $719,197,941 $782,001,699 $807,015,538 

 Cash Funds 340,677,547 358,243,248 347,236,592 345,960,572 

 Reappropriated Funds 485,925,073 497,587,819 144,373,402 139,475,327 

 Federal Funds 615,983,428 612,167,352 627,661,954 625,274,913 

Total Funds $2,088,166,829 $2,187,196,360 $1,901,273,647 $1,917,726,350 

Full Time Equiv. Staff 4,872.8 4,879.0 4,906.1 5,038.9 

*Requested appropriation. 
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Department Budget: Graphic Overview 
 

 
 

 
 

All charts are based on the FY 2014-15 appropriation. 
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All charts are based on the FY 2014-15 appropriation.  
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General Factors Driving the Budget 
 
Division of Child Welfare 
County departments of social/human services receive and respond to reports of potential child 
abuse or neglect under the supervision of the Department.  The General Assembly appropriates 
funds for child welfare services to support county and state duties.  Appropriations for child 
welfare programs for FY 2014-15 total $448.1 million and consist of 55.0 percent General Fund, 
22.2 percent federal funds, 19.5 percent county funds and various cash fund sources, and 3.4 
percent reappropriated funds.  
 
Child Welfare Services 
The majority of funds appropriated for child welfare (nearly 90.0 percent) are made available to 
county departments as block allocations for the provision of child welfare services.  Increases 
and decreases in appropriations for child welfare services are at the discretion of the General 
Assembly.  However, in setting appropriation levels for these services, the General Assembly 
takes into consideration the funding required by counties to fulfill their statutory duties in serving 
abused and neglected children.  The appropriations history indicates a peak in FY 2008-09 at 
$221.2 million General Fund, followed by a decline through FY 2010-11 to $191.9 General 
Fund.  In FY 2011-12, appropriations began a steady rise again, resulting in a new high of 
$229.2 million General Fund in FY 14-15.  The chart below provides a breakdown of the county 
block allocations by fund source.  The block allocation includes funding appropriated in the 
Child Welfare Services and Family and Children’s Programs line items in the Division’s budget.  
The chart reflects the Net General Fund impact of the appropriation. 1 

 

                                                 
1 Net General Fund includes both the General Fund appropriation in the Department of Human Services 
(DHS) line items and the Medicaid General Fund appropriation for Child Welfare Services in the 
Department of Health Care Policy and Financing (HCPF).  The total appropriation to HCPF (including 
both Medicaid General Fund and Medicaid federal funds) is transferred to the DHS and is reflected as 
reappropriated funds in the DHS budget. 

4-Dec-14 5 HUM-CW/CA/EC-brf



JBC Staff Budget Briefing – FY 2015-16                                                                    
Staff Working Document – Does Not Represent Committee Decision 

 

 
 

Counties are required to cover 20 percent of most child welfare costs.  These funds are identified 
as local funds and are included in county child welfare allocations.  If counties spend more than 
the capped allocations, they are responsible for covering any shortfall with other funds.  
Historically, total spending by counties exceeded state allocations by three to five percent per 
year.  However, since FY 2008-09, counties have reduced spending more rapidly than the state 
has reduced child welfare allocations.   
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At the county level, expenditures for child welfare services are driven by:   
 The number of reports of abuse or neglect received; 
 The number of reports that the county determines require further investigation (assessments); 
 The number of children requiring child welfare services (open involvements); 
 The number of children with open child welfare cases who receive residential services versus 

alternative services; and 
 The costs of the various services provided. 
 
Among these drivers, certain elements are largely beyond county control, such as the number of 
reports of abuse or neglect, the number of reports that require a child welfare case to be opened 
based on the severity of an incident and risk to a child, and judicial decisions regarding client 
placements.  Other drivers are within county control, such as the types of services offered and the 
rates paid for services.   
 
Referrals to child welfare have continued to increase, but the numbers of child welfare 
assessments, open child welfare cases, new child welfare involvements, and out-of-home 
placements have declined.  The percentage of reports of abuse or neglect that result in county 
intervention through the child welfare system has declined – leading in part to lower county 
expenditures.  With the implementation of the Hotline for Child Abuse and Neglect on January 
1, 2015, the Department anticipates an increase in all workload measures identified above. 
 

 
 
Over the last several years, counties have made significant changes in how they respond to 
allegations of abuse and neglect (e.g. the implementation in several counties of a differential 
response practice model) and the kinds of services they offer, based on funding constraints and 
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on changes in what is considered to be best practice. The state has taken a variety of steps, 
ranging from providing funding for additional studies and research through the Child Welfare 
Action Committee to adding new Division of Child Welfare staff and expanded funding for 
preventative child abuse initiatives.   
 
Colorado has been awarded a waiver from federal Title IV-E spending requirements for fiscal 
years 2013-14 through 2017-18.  Title IV-E is an open-ended federal entitlement through which 
states are partially reimbursed for the room and board and administrative costs associated with 
foster care and adoption services.  Colorado’s Title IV-E revenue has been on an overall 
downward trend for a number of years due to the decline in out-of-home placement, as well as to 
an income standard that has not changed since 1996.  Title IV-E does not provide reimbursement 
for services provided to keep a child in the family home.  Prior to the award of the IV-E waiver, 
the Department projected that Title IV-E revenue would continue to fall at the rate of 5.0 to 10.0 
percent per year due to anticipated ongoing reductions in the use of congregate care placements.  
 
Tony Grampsas Youth Services Program    
Pursuant to Section 26-6.8-102 (1) (b), C.R.S., the Tony Grampsas Youth Services (TGYS) 
Program was established to provide state funding for community-based programs that target 
youth and their families for intervention services in an effort to reduce incidents of youth crime 
and violence.  It also promotes prevention and education programs that are designed to reduce 
the occurrence and reoccurrence of child abuse and neglect, and reduce the need for state 
intervention in child abuse and neglect prevention and education.  Grant recipients and the award 
amounts are selected by the program board and, pursuant to H.B. 13-1117, the program is now 
administered by the Department of Human Services (CDHS). 
 
Eligible organizations, including local governments, Colorado public or nonsectarian secondary 
schools, groups of public or nonsectarian secondary schools, school districts or groups thereof, 
boards of cooperative services, institutions of higher education, the Colorado National Guard, 
state agencies, state-operated programs, or private nonprofit community-based organization, can 
apply for funding for programs within six categories:  general violence prevention, school 
dropout prevention, before and after school programs, mentoring programs, restorative justice, 
and Early Childhood programs.  Changes to the program have been minimal during the past ten 
years.  The restorative justice category was added in FY 2006-07, and before and after school 
programs became eligible in FY 2007-08.  Perhaps the most substantial changes occurred in FY 
13-14 when the requirement that 20.0 percent of the TGYS funding be allocated to Early 
Childhood programs was removed; the creation of a statewide youth development plan was 
mandated (H.B. 13-1239); and the administration of the program was moved from the 
Department of Public Health and Environment to the CDHS (H.B. 1117).  Finally, S.B. 14-215 
added community-based programs specifically related to the prevention and intervention of 
adolescent and youth marijuana use to the list of eligible programs.  Section 26-6.8-102 (2) (d) 
(3), C.R.S. requires that such programs utilize evidence-based practices in the delivery of 
services. 
 
The TGYS Program awards are paid from the Youth Services Program Fund (Fund), the 
principal of which consists of tobacco litigation settlement moneys, or out of the general fund.  
Through S.B. 14-215, an additional $2.0 million was added to the Fund from the Marijuana Tax 

4-Dec-14 8 HUM-CW/CA/EC-brf



JBC Staff Budget Briefing – FY 2015-16                                                                    
Staff Working Document – Does Not Represent Committee Decision 

 
Cash Fund.  From FY 2007-08 through FY 2013-14, via a total of 448 awards, the TGYS 
Program has awarded a total of $26.0 million to 138 different organizations.  During that period, 
30 agencies received one-time funding; the remaining agencies received funding for multiple 
years.  A breakdown of awards is provided in the table below. 
 

Tony Grampsas Youth Services Program
Grant Awards 

Award Year 
Total Award 

Value 
Total 

Number 

FY 2007-08 $3,346,033 58 

FY 2008-09 $4,671,897 93 

FY 2009-10 $3,656,517 94 

FY 2010-11 $3,329,359 88 

FY 2011-12 $3,156,470 29 

FY 2012-13 $3,176,470 30 

FY 2013-14 $4,665,829 56 

  $26,002,575 448 

 
County Administration 
Colorado has a state-supervised and county-administered social services program, providing a 
large degree of autonomy to counties, even when compared with other states that have 
decentralized systems.  As a result of this high degree of decentralization, most of the County 
Administration budget lines provide block transfers to the counties.  If counties over-expend 
their allocations, they are responsible for covering the shortfall, although they are often able to 
access federal matching funds for county-only expenditures depending upon the program.   
 
Over time, the responsibility for some programs has been moved out of County Administration 
section.  Administration for child care services, child welfare services, Temporary Assistance to 
Needy Families, adult services, and the Old Age Pension are incorporated into line items in other 
sections of the Human Services budget.  County administration of medical assistance programs 
was moved to the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing (HCPF) in FY 2006-07.  
County activities to determine medical assistance eligibility are essentially the same as the 
activities to determine eligibility for other social service programs: both involve Colorado 
Benefits Management System (CBMS), and eligibility-determination costs are allocated between 
programs and the two departments. County Administration includes funding for eligibility 
determination for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (food stamps) and funding to 
assist some poorer counties in maintaining program operations.  Funding provided by the state 
for county administration is capped, and county costs and caseload only affect appropriations to 
the extent the General Assembly chooses to make related adjustments.  Many counties 
supplement state appropriations with county tax revenues. 
 
Food Assistance 
Funding for the County Administration allocation has been an area of concern for counties due to 
the rapid growth in food assistance caseload that has occurred since FY 2006-07.  In the past 
seven years, caseload has increased over 100.0 percent, from a monthly average of 250,700 
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individuals receiving benefits in FY 2006-07, to a monthly average of 507,934 individuals 
receiving benefits in FY 2013-14.   
 

 
 
During that same period, total issued benefits to SNAP recipients have increased by 163.0 
percent, from a monthly average of $26.3 million to $69.1 million. 
 

 
 
The impact of the caseload growth on counties that administer these benefits results in a 
consistent over-expenditure of the annual allocation by the majority of Colorado’s counties.  
According to county representatives, in FY 2012-13, 47 counties, including all of the big 10 
counties, over-expended the county administration allocation; and 8 of the 10 County Tax Base 
Relief counties overspent their initial allocation.  After the county close-out process, counties 
contributed $8.1 million in county-only funds to the administration of all programs included in 
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the Department of Human Services County Administration line item.  Consistent with the 
increase in caseload, this contribution represents a 113.0 percent increase in county over-
expenditures since FY 06-07. 
 

 
 
The majority of the County Administration funds support county staff who determine eligibility 
for the Medicaid program and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). County 
close-out expenditures indicate that the SNAP administration comprised approximately 56.0 
percent of the total County Administration appropriation in FY 2012-13, with food assistance 
expenditures totaling $27.9 million.  Funding increases have generally involved reallocating 
General Fund in order to access more federal matching funds.  The increase in the FY 2008-09 
appropriation was largely based on reducing County Contingency Payments (now County Tax 
Base Relief), which did not receive a federal match, and redirecting General Fund to the County 
Administration line items in Human Services and Health Care Policy and Financing, which do 
(H.B. 08-1250).     
 
Funding for the Human Services county administration division and the Health Care Policy and 
Financing county administration line item have held flat since FY 2008-09 through FY 2013-14, 
despite large increases in public assistance caseloads.  Smaller adjustments have occurred during 
that time, including an increase for food assistance administration in FY 2011-12.  (The overall 
decrease in FY 2013-14 funding is due to the transfer of Adult Protective Services to another 
DHS division.)  In FY 2014-15, the General Assembly approved an increase of $2.9 million total 
funds, including $0.9 million General Fund, for food assistance administration and another $2.0 
million in one-time total funds, including $0.6 million General Fund, to mitigate the food 
assistance administration backlog.  The summary of data below provides a breakdown of funding 
in County Administration appropriations.  Because County Administration dollars primarily 
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support eligibility determination by county staff using the CBMS, the chart combines 
appropriations for county administration from both the DHS and HCPF.    
 

 
*This chart reflects funding for the Department of Human Services County Administration section ($68.4 million in FY 2014-15) and the 
Department of Health Care Policy and Financing County Administration and Hospital Provider Fee County Administration line items ($51.1 
million in FY 2014-15).  The Hospital Provider Fee County Administration line item was added to the budget in FY 2012-13.  It excludes county 
administration appropriations in other sections of the Department of Human Services. 

 
County Tax Base Relief 
County Tax Base Relief (CTBR) funding exists to assist counties with the highest costs and 
lowest property tax values in meeting the obligation of the local match required by the state for 
certain public assistance programs, including Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Medicaid, Child Welfare Services, and 
Adult Assistance programs.  Pursuant to Section 26-1-1261 (1.5), C.R.S., a formula based on 
three fixed mill levy thresholds (tiers) is used to calculate CTBR eligibility.  A county may 
qualify for a distribution from one or more tiers.   
 
Almost $1.0 million was reverted from this line item in FY 2010-11, when the appropriation was 
$2.7 million.  This was because the FY 2010-11 calculation relied on property tax valuations 
from the period prior to the market down-turn and only Tier I counties were funded.  There were 
no reversions in FY 2011-12 due to the reduction in property tax valuations during the down-turn 
as well as the reduced appropriation.  For FY 2012-13 and FY 2013-14, the decline in valuations 
has been fully incorporated into the calculation. 
 
The current county tax base relief formula was established through H.B. 08-1250, modifying a 
previously existing program called the County Contingency Fund that was established in 1973.  
This modification served to ensure that the program targeted the most needy counties and 
reduced the number of counties receiving funding from 41 in FY 2007-08 to 23 counties in FY 
2008-09.  Funding was halved in FY 2009-10 in response to an Executive Request and the JBC 
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sponsored a bill to clarify that, through FY 2011-12, funding would be limited to tier 1 counties 
– those most in need.  In FY 2011-12, the Executive Request proposed to eliminate this line item 
entirely.  The Joint Budget Committee (JBC) recommended and the General Assembly approved 
retaining $1.0 million in the line item and adopting a JBC bill (S.B. 11-228) which changed how 
funds for county tax base relief are distributed to qualified counties when appropriations are 
insufficient to fully fund a county tax base relief funding tier.  In FY 12-13, the appropriation 
was increased to $1.8 million to fully fund the estimated need for tier 1; in FY 2013-14, the 
appropriation was increased again to $2.7 million to fund the estimated needs for tiers 1 and 2; 
and in FY 2014-15, the appropriation was increased to $3.9 million to fully fund tiers 1, 2, and 3.  
Funding levels for the FY 2014-15 appropriation were based on the following county data: 
 

  
County Share for 
Final Distribution 

Assessed Valuation 
Calendar 2011 

Tier I Tier II Tier III Total 

Adams $11,257,785  $4,622,808,830 $0 0 $503,042  $503,042 

Alamosa  842,133  150,635,429 292,670 37,659 18,829  349,158 

Bent      247,482  74,468,657 18,057 18,617 9,309  45,983 

Conejos    306,590  61,209,609 92,221 15,302 7,651  115,174 

Crowley  160,122  36,623,420 37,689 9,156 4,578  51,423 

Delta     719,335  320,253,880 0 0 19,707  19,707 

Denver   22,198,591  10,805,819,670 0 0 146,738  146,738 

El Paso   14,649,079  6,327,576,720 0 0 498,481  498,481 

Fremont  1,404,654  452,866,150 34,542 113,217 56,608  204,367 

Huerfano  310,876  114,497,939 0 12,315 14,312  26,627 

Lincoln   264,542  107,622,624 0 0 12,324  12,324 

Logan     761,417  271,131,910 0 41,794 33,892  75,686 

Morgan   1,078,827  429,691,960 0 2,298 53,712  56,010 

Otero   591,456  127,146,553 157,512 31,787 15,893  205,192 

Phillips 131,332  60,309,630 0 0 2,678  2,678 

Prowers  583,905  124,320,105 158,209 31,080 15,540  204,829 

Pueblo  5,810,580  1,671,480,675 597,103 417,870 208,935  1,223,908 

Rio Grande 536,908  176,215,157 6,197 44,054 22,027  72,278 

Saguache 251,008  65,122,418 41,730 16,281 8,141  66,152 

Total $62,106,622  $25,999,801,336 $1,435,930 $791,430 $1,652,397  $3,879,757 

 
Counties receive CTBR funds on a quarterly basis and available funds are allocated to counties 
in each tier until funds run out.  The formula for calculating the allocation is based on a property 
tax mil levy associated with each tier:  tier 1 = 3.0 mils; tier 2 = 2.5 mils; and tier 3 = 2.0 mils.  
Calculations are based on the most recent assessed valuation for property.  
 
Office of Early Childhood 
Pursuant to H.B. 13-1117, the Office of Early Childhood (OEC) was created in order to align 
child development programs that address early learning, child health, child mental health, and 
family support and parent education.  This consolidation of programs and services is intended to 
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strengthen collaboration and coordination between the state-level early childhood system and 
local delivery systems.  The bill transferred existing programs from other departments to the 
Department of Human Services, including:  the Early Childhood Leadership Council from the 
Governor's Office; and the Nurse Home Visitor Program, Tony Grampsas Youth Services 
Program, Colorado Student Dropout Prevention and Intervention Program, Colorado Before-and 
After School Project, Colorado Children’s Trust Fund and its board, and the Family Resource 
Center Program from the Department of Public Health and Environment.  The office is 
comprised of two divisions – the Division of Early Care and Learning and the Division of 
Community and Family Supports. 
 
Division of Early Care and Learning 
The Division of Early Care and Learning is responsible for administering various early 
childhood grant programs and for licensing and monitoring child care facilities throughout the 
state, including child care homes and centers, preschool and school-age child care programs, 
homeless youth shelters, and summer camps, as well as 24-hour facilities (such as residential 
treatment facilities, residential child care facilities, and child placement agencies).  In some 
counties, the Division contracts with local entities (e.g., county departments of social services, 
county health departments, child placement agencies) to perform licensing functions for certain 
types of facilities.  There are currently 5,790 licensed facilities in the state.  Family child-care 
homes continue to decline in numbers, as has been the trend over the last several years.     
 
The Division includes funding associated with the state supervision and the county 
administration of the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP).  Through this 
program, counties provide child care subsidies to low income families and families transitioning 
from the Colorado Works Program.  In FY 2012-13, there were 2,056 licensed CCCAP facilities 
and an estimated 16,187 children per month received CCCAP assistance.  Cash funds sources 
reflect county tax revenues and fees and fines paid by child care facilities.  Federal fund sources 
consist primarily of Child Care Development Funds. 
 
Unlike most sources of federal funds, the General Assembly has the authority to appropriate 
federal Child Care Development Funds (CCDF).  The CCDF funds available to the state each 
year consist of three components:  mandatory funds, matching funds, and discretionary funds.  
Mandatory funds are fixed, require no match and are awarded to the state based on the historic 
federal share of federal child care expenditures (Title IV-A programs) prior to federal welfare 
reform.  Colorado’s portion of these funds is approximately $10.2 million per year.  If a state 
also chooses to expend federal matching funds, the state must obligate its mandatory funds by 
the end of the federal fiscal year in which they are granted, with no limit on the liquidation 
period.   
 
Matching funds are based on the state’s relative share of children under age 13.  The state is 
required to match expenditures from this source of funds based on its applicable federal medical 
assistance percentage rate (FMAP).  Availability of funds is dependent upon the state meeting 
specific requirements, including obligating mandatory funds, meeting the federal child care 
maintenance of effort (MOE) requirements, and obligating the federal and state matching funds 
by the end of the fiscal year in which they are awarded.  In order to meet the MOE requirements 
and be eligible for its share of the matching funds, the state must continue to spend at least the 
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same amount on child care services that it spent on the Title IV-A child care programs in FFY 
1994 or FFY 1995, whichever was great.   Matching funds must be fully expended in two years.   
Colorado uses the local share of CCCAP expenditures to comply with federal child care MOE 
requirements and uses multiple sources of funds to comply with federal matching funds 
requirements.  These include the General Fund portion of CCCAP expenditures and a portion of 
Colorado Preschool Program expenditures.   
  
Allocations of discretionary funds to the state are based on the relative share of children under 
age five, the relative share of children receiving free and reduced price school lunches under the 
National School Lunch Act, and the state’s per capita income.  The state has two years to 
obligate these funds and no match is required to spend them.  Since FFY 2001, Congress has 
required certain portions of discretionary funds be targeted to enhance the quality of care, 
including infant and toddler care as well as school-age care and resource and referral services.  In 
addition, states must spend at least four percent of all of its expenditures for child care on quality 
activities.  Examples of quality activities include: 
 Practitioner training and technical assistance; 
 Grants or loans to allow programs to purchase needed equipment, make minor renovations, 

develop new curricula, or pursue accreditation; 
 Use of the federal funds to train or to lower caseloads for licensing staff; and 
 Grant programs specifically aimed at improving wages for child care providers. 
 
Colorado has had a voluntary system for quality rating for many years.  The Department is now 
working to incorporate a rating system into the state child care licensing process.  It will 
accelerate this process through a Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge Grant that was 
awarded to the State in December 2012.  The Department's goal, as described in the Race to the 
Top grant proposal, is that all early learning programs would be quality rated by December 2015.   
 
Child Care Assistance Program 
The Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP) is the largest single component of the 
Division's budget (79.6 percent).  Child care subsidy programs, such as CCCAP, were promoted 
under 1996 federal welfare reform legislation to help families become financially independent. 
CCCAP was established through Senate Bill 97-120, and was expanded during the 2014 
legislative session through H.B. 14-1317.  This bill appropriated $9.9 million total funds, 
including $8.6 million General Fund to the Department for FY 2014-15, and: 
 Requires the Department to set provider rates for each county every two years.  Allows 

counties to opt out of the state-established rates and negotiate their own rates with child care 
providers. Counties setting their own rates must solicit feedback from various stakeholders, 
including early childhood councils, child care resource and referral agencies, and child care 
providers.  By July 1, 2016, both state- and county-established rates must include a system of 
tiered reimbursement that provides higher reimbursement to facilities with higher quality 
ratings.  Subject to available appropriations, DHS must contract for a study to compare 
private payment tuition rates for child care and CCCAP rates and determine if the CCCAP 
rates provide equal access as required under federal law. 

 Limits the co-payment amount for CCCAP families with incomes below 100 percent of the 
federal poverty level (FPL) to no more than one percent of the family's gross monthly 
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income.  Requires the Department to promulgate rules outlining the formula for determining 
parental co-payments.  The co-payment formula must gradually increase the parent share as 
family income approaches self-sufficiency income levels.  Beginning on July 1, 2016, the 
formula must include a tiered reduced copayment structure for children attending high 
quality care. 

 Requires counties to reimburse providers for absences and holidays based on the quality 
rating of providers in the state's five-tier rating system. 

 Requires counties to provide child care assistance to families with incomes up to 165 percent 
of the FPL.  At their discretion, counties may serve any family so long as its income does not 
exceed the federal income limit of 85 percent of state median income. 

 Expands the activities in which a parent may be participating in order to be eligible for 
CCCAP.  A parent who is not employed but who is enrolled in a post-secondary education 
program or workforce training program is eligible for CCCAP for a period of up to two 
years.  The bill also expands the period in which an unemployed parent is eligible while 
actively engaged in job search activities. 

 Requires counties to directly enroll a family transitioning from the workforce program in 
CCCAP without requiring a separate application.  If the county has a waiting list for CCCAP, 
they may choose to place the family on the waiting list or provide the CCCAP subsidy 
immediately.  Families cannot be directly enrolled in CCCAP if they are leaving Colorado 
Works due to a program violation or no longer meet CCCAP eligibility criteria. 

 Requires the Department to establish rules for the exit income eligibility level at which the 
county may deny benefits for that family.  For counties that set their initial CCCAP income 
eligibility level at less than 185 percent of the FPL, the rules must require the county to set 
exit income eligibility level at a higher level than the initial eligibility level. 

 Requires that child care be authorized based on maintaining continuity of care for children 
with the least disruption to the child and that the care schedule not be linked directly with a 
parent's employment, education, or workforce training schedule. 

 Requires counties to maintain a current and accurate waiting list of parents who have 
inquired about receiving a CCCAP subsidy and are likely eligible for assistance based on 
self-reported income and eligibility criteria. 

 Requires counties to request evidence on 30 days of income, but may, on a case-by-case 
basis, request up to 12 months if the 30 days of evidence does not accurately reflect family 
income. 

 
Funding for CCCAP is allocated to counties, which are responsible for administering the 
program.  In addition to appropriated amounts, counties may transfer a portion of their 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant funding to support child care 
programs.  Such transfers are not reflected in the appropriation, but are a driver of overall 
program expenditures.  As the table below illustrates, county spending began to decline in FY 
2010-11, as one-time federal funding exceeding $10 million per year that was available in FY 
2008-09 and FY 2009-10 under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was no 
longer available.  Spending has continued to decline through FY 2012-13 as counties were under 
financial pressure to use their TANF funds on basic cash assistance and other recession-related 
Colorado Works program costs.   
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Division of Community and Family Support 
The Division of Community and Family Support includes Early Childhood Councils, Early 
Intervention, Promoting Safe and Stable Families, the Children’s Trust Fund, Family Resource 
Centers, Nurse Home Visitor Program, and Early Childhood Mental Health Services.  The 
Division works with many partners, including parents, schools, child care providers, early 
intervention services and programs, businesses, community organizations, and other stakeholders 
to provide high quality, early childhood programs and effective prevention strategies to mitigate 
challenges faced by families that affect school readiness and academic success. 
 
Early Intervention Services 
The majority of the Division’s budget (70.3 percent) is appropriated to Early Intervention (EI) 
Services (57.5 percent) and Early Intervention Services Case Management (12.8 percent).  EI 
services are provided to infants and toddlers, up to age two, with one of the following three 
conditions: 
 A developmental delay or disability diagnosis; 
 A physical or mental condition that has a high probability of resulting in a significant delay 

in development; or 
 A parent or caretaker who has a developmental disability. 

 
Funding for EI Services for FY 2014-15 consists of 45.7 percent General Fund ($20.4 million); 
24.4 percent cash funds from local funds and the Early Intervention Services Trust Fund ($10.9 
million); 11.8 percent Medicaid reappropriated funds ($5.3 million); and 18.0 percent federal 
funds ($8.0 million).  As a condition of receiving federal funds, the state is required to provide EI 
services to all eligible infants and toddlers whose parents seek these services.  Colorado is 
expected to experience a steady population growth in this age group through 2020.  Increases of 
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$3.1 million in FY 2013-14 were appropriated for Early Intervention Services to account for 
caseload growth; however no increase was requested by the Department for FY 2014-15. 
 
Early Childhood Councils 
Since FY 1997-98, the Department of Human Services has worked with the Department of 
Education to provide grant funds and technical assistance to local communities to design 
consolidated programs of comprehensive early childhood care and education services intended to 
serve children in low-income families.  These pilot programs were allowed to blend various 
sources of state and federal funding and were allowed apply for waivers of state rules.  The pilot 
programs were used to identify best practices relative to increasing quality, meeting the diverse 
needs of families seeking child care, and integrating early childhood care with educational 
programs.  The law authorizing pilots was repealed and reenacted pursuant to H.B. 07-1062 to 
create the Early Childhood Councils program.  Councils represent public and private 
stakeholders in a local community who work to develop and improve local early childhood 
services, and to create a seamless network of such services statewide.   
 
House Bill 07-1062 also required a contracted evaluation of the early childhood council system.  
An evaluation was completed and submitted by the Center for Research Strategies on June 30, 
2010.  The evaluation concluded that "the Councils are making progress in their efforts to build 
the foundations of local Early Childhood systems by developing their internal capacity related to 
staffing, communication mechanisms, strategic planning, assessment and evaluation.  They are 
also working to build public engagement and.... increase opportunities for new funding...."  The 
evaluation identified various barriers to success and leverage points for change including 
improving marketing efforts, strengthening partnerships with key stakeholders, improving use of 
evaluation tools, and strengthening Council's internal capacity. 
 
Funding for the pilot program was reflected in its own line item starting in FY 2000-01 (the Pilot 
Program for Community Consolidated Child Care Services) until being renamed the Early 
Childhood Councils line item after the enactment of H.B. 07-1062.   House Bill 07-1062 also 
transferred $2.0 million ($1.0 million General Fund) from the Child Care Assistance Program 
line item to expand this program starting in FY 2007-08.  The appropriation for the line item was 
cut by $500,000 through FY 2010-11 supplemental action and an additional $500,000 through 
FY 2011-12 figure setting action.  In total, the line-item has been cut by one-third from the FY 
2009-10 level.   
 
The Early Childhood Leadership Council was scheduled to be repealed on July 1, 2013.  House 
Bill 13-1117 extended the Early Childhood Leadership Council sunset date to September 1, 
2018, and reduced the membership of the council from 35 to 20 members.  The duties of the 
council have shifted to include advising and monitoring of early childhood programs, rather than 
developing legislative recommendations and improving data collection and sharing, as was 
specified under previous law. 
 
Nurse Home Visitor Program 
The Nurse Home Visitor Program was established to provide regular, in-home, visiting nurse 
services to low-income, first-time mother on the importance of nutrition and avoiding alcohol 
and drugs, including nicotine.  Nurses also assist and educate mothers in providing general care 
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for their children and in improving child health outcomes.  Visiting nurses may also help mothers 
in locating assistance with educational achievement and employment.  This program is available 
to mothers who consent to receiving these services.   
 
The program is administered within communities through local entities and is implemented as a 
partnership between the Department and a health sciences facility at the University of Colorado.  
The Department is responsible for financial administration of the program; and the university is 
responsible for programmatic and clinical support, evaluation, and monitoring of the program.  
The program protocols and requirements are based on research-based model programs that have 
been implemented in one or more other states for at least five years and have shown significant 
reductions in the number of:  infant behavioral impairments due to parental use of alcohol and 
drugs; reported incidents of child abuse and neglect; the number of subsequent pregnancies; the 
receipt of public assistance; and engagement in criminal activities in families receiving services 
through the program.  This program is funded through moneys received from the tobacco master 
settlement agreement; and local entities are awarded grants for the administration of the program. 
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Summary: FY 2014-15 Appropriation & FY 2015-16 Request 
 

Department of Human Services 

  Total  
Funds 

General 
Fund 

Cash  
Funds 

Reappropriated  
Funds 

Federal  
Funds 

FTE 

              

FY  2014-15 Appropriation  
HB 14-1336 (Long Bill) $677,387,913 $315,682,467 $137,664,367 $20,349,820 $203,691,259 156.5 

Other legislation 13,172,440 7,042,854 4,929,586 1,200,000 0 2.1 

TOTAL $690,560,353 $322,725,321 $142,593,953 $21,549,820 $203,691,259 158.6 
              
    

FY  2015-16 Requested Appropriation   

FY  2014-15 Appropriation $690,560,353 $322,725,321 $142,593,953 $21,549,820 $203,691,259 158.6 

R2 Early intervention caseload 2,453,204 1,098,960 680,961 292,746 380,537 0.0 

R5 Collaborative management program 2,115,007 2,115,007 0 0 0 1.8 

R6 Child welfare case management 156,857 130,191 0 0 26,666 2.7 

R8 Child welfare workload study 8,215,538 6,568,406 1,551,685 0 95,447 0.9 

R9 Child care micro loans 338,200 338,200 0 0 0 0.0 

R10 Child care micro grants 250,000 250,000 0 0 0 0.0 

R17 Provider rate spending authority 228,794 0 0 0 228,794 0.0 

R20 Community provider rate 5,671,032 2,720,102 957,819 198,583 1,794,528 0.0 
R21 Youth prevention and intervention 
 services 

1,651,107 1,651,107 0 0 0 0.0 

Centrally appropriated line items 313,987 152,316 17,222 3,500 140,949 0.0 

Annualize prior year legislation (839,779) (739,779) (100,000) 0 0 0.0 

Annualize prior year budget actions (2,887,603) (1,364,693) (400,000) 0 (1,122,910) 0.4 

TOTAL $708,226,697 $335,645,138 $145,301,640 $22,044,649 $205,235,270 164.4 
              

Increase/(Decrease) $17,666,344 $12,919,817 $2,707,687 $494,829 $1,544,011 5.8 

Percentage Change 2.6% 4.0% 1.9% 2.3% 0.8% 3.7% 
              

 
Description of Requested Changes 
 
R2 – Early intervention caseload:  This request is for $2.5 million total funds, including $1.1 
million General Fund for Early Intervention direct services and case management. 
 
R5 – Collaborative management program:  This request is for $2.1 million General Fund and 
1.8 FTE to augment existing cash fund resources to provide services to children, youth and 
families through the Collaborative Management Program 
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R6 – Child welfare case management:  This request is for $156,857 total funds, including 
$130,191 General Fund, and 2.7 FTE to oversee a dedicated Trails team to modernize the Child 
Welfare Case Management System (Trails). 
 
R8 – Child welfare workload study:  This request is for $8.2 million total funds, including $6.5 
million General Fund, and 0.9 FTE to increase county staffing in response to the Child Welfare 
Workload Study performed by the Office of the State Auditor. 
 
R9 – Child care micro loans:  This request is for $338,200 General Fund to fund approximately 
40 micro loans to increase the availability of safe, high quality licensed child care in 
communities without sufficient capacity. 
 
R10 – Child care micro grants:  This request is for $250,000 General Fund to fund micro 
grants family, friend, and neighbor (FFN) child care providers to cover start-up funding for rural 
FFN providers and to increase access to quality child care. 
 
R17 – Provider rate spending authority:  This request is for $228,794 federal funds from the 
Child Care Development Fund Block Grant allocation to reimburse contracted child care 
licensing inspectors for actual costs. 
 
R20 – Community provider rate:  This request is for $5.7 million total funds, including $2.7 
million General Fund, for a 1.0 percent rate increase for contracted community provider services. 
 
R21 – Youth prevention and intervention services:  This request is for $1.7 million General 
Fund to fund a pilot program that targets at-risk youth through the implementation of Functional 
Family Therapy and Multi-Systemic Therapy. 
 
Centrally appropriated line items:  The request includes adjustments to centrally appropriated 
line items for the following: state contributions for health, life, and dental benefits; merit pay; 
salary survey; short-term disability; supplemental state contributions to the Public Employees' 
Retirement Association (PERA) pension fund; shift differential; vehicle lease payments; 
workers' compensation; legal services; administrative law judges; payment to risk management 
and property funds; Capitol complex leased space; and payments to OIT. 
 
Annualize prior year legislation:  The request includes adjustments related to prior year 
legislation including:  H.B. 14-1317, Colorado Child Care Assistance Program Changes; and 
H.B. 14-1298, Financing of Public Schools. 
 
Annualize prior year budget actions:  The request includes a number of changes to annualize 
funding decisions made through the prior year Long Bill including: 
 Hotline for child abuse and neglect, 
 Child welfare public awareness campaign, 
 Child care licensing staff, and 
 Food assistance backlog. 
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Issue:  Early Intervention Services 
The Early Intervention Program is administered by the Division of Community and Family 
Support in the Office of Early Childhood.  It provides early intervention (EI) services to infants 
and toddlers ages zero through two years of age who have been determined to have a 
developmental delay or disability, who have been diagnosed with a physical or mental condition 
that has a high probability of resulting in a significant delay in development, or who are living 
with a parent who has a developmental disability.   
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
 
 Federal regulations require the state to adopt a policy to make appropriate early intervention 

(EI) services available to all eligible infants and toddlers and their families.  The Department 
of Human services contracts with 20 Community-Centered Boards (CCBs) to provide 
community-based early intervention services. 
 

 The Department is designated as Colorado’s lead agency under Part C of the Federal 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
 

 EI caseload growth is anticipated to be 5.3 percent per year in the next two years.  The 
Department is requesting an increase of $2.5 million total funds, including $1.2 million 
General Fund, for early intervention direct services and service coordination to address the 
increased caseload. 

 
 The Department is implementing procedures to require a denial from Medicaid or private 

insurance before General Fund or federal Part C funds are used to pay for services that are 
benefits under those funding sources. 

 
 The Department’s request indicates that an increase of approximately $300,000 in Medicaid 

federal funds can be expected. 
 

 The amount of Part C funds the state anticipates receiving in FY 2014-15 is $8.0 million. 
 

 Staff believes that the implementation of procedures to require a Medicaid denial will 
negatively impact service delivery timelines in CCBs, increase the funding shortfall that 
CCBs will have to mitigate through other funding sources, and result in a waitlist for 
services. 

 
 Colorado is eligible for Part C funding if here is no waitlist and services are delivered within 

the established timeline. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee consider sponsoring legislation that requires the 
Department to pass on General Fund for appropriately billed and eligible services and service 
coordination to CCBs without restriction. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
Background Information 
The Early Intervention Program is administered by the Division of Community and Family 
Support in the Office of Early Childhood.  It provides early intervention (EI) services to infants 
and toddlers ages zero through two years of age who have been determined to have a 
developmental delay or disability, who have been diagnosed with a physical or mental condition 
that has a high probability of resulting in a significant delay in development, or who are living 
with a parent who has a developmental disability.  The Department of Human Services is 
designated as Colorado’s lead agency under Part C of the Federal Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) and reports that intervention services are provided to eligible children and 
their families to enhance child development in 15 allowable areas of service and service 
coordination that include cognition, speech, communication, physical development, motor 
development, vision, hearing, social and emotional development, and self-help skills.  These 
community-based services are delivered statewide by 20 Community Centered Boards (CCBs), 
with whom the Department contracts. 
 
Community Centered Boards are private corporations that can be either for-profit or not-for-
profit entities.  Pursuant to Section 25.5-10-202 (4), when acting as a service agency, the CCBs 
provide case management services to persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities; 
and are authorized to determine eligibility of those persons within a specified geographical area, 
serve as a single point of entry for persons to receive services and supports, and provide 
authorized services and supports either directly or by purchasing services and supports from 
service agencies.  In cases of children, birth through two years of age, multi-disciplinary 
evaluations are performed by Child Find teams under the supervision of the Department of 
Education, and those meeting the evaluation threshold are referred to the appropriate CCB.  Each 
CCB serves a specific geographic region covering from one to ten counties and is responsible 
for:  intake; eligibility determination; providing service coordination; service plan development; 
and arrangement, delivery, and monitoring of services. 
 
The Department reports that in the past five years, the number of children identified with 
developmental delays and disabilities has increased from 2.4 to 3.0 percent of Colorado’s 0-2 
year old population.  There is a corresponding increase in the number of children eligible for 
early intervention services.  The Department reports a 2.0 percent increase in eligible children in 
FY 2012-13; and a 5.3 percent increase in FY 2013-14.  Federal regulations under 34 C.F.R., 
Section 303.101 (a) (1) require the state to adopt a policy to makes appropriate EI services and 
service coordination available to all eligible infants and toddlers and their families.  It also 
requires that the multidisciplinary evaluation to determine eligibility must be completed within 
45 days of the referral; and that services must be provided in a timely manner, defined in 
Colorado as 28 calendar days.  In order for the state to maintain Part C funding, there cannot be a 
waitlist for eligible children and families.  In FY 2012-13, the Department reported a 98.9 
percent achievement in this performance area; however that value dropped to 95.0 percent in the 
first 11 months of FY 2013-14.  The Department reports that this performance decrease is as a 
result of capacity issues faced by CCBs and the school district Child Find teams. 
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Pursuant to Section, 27-10.5-706 (c), C.R.S., in cooperation with the Departments of Education, 
Health Care Policy and Financing, and Regulatory Agencies; private health insurance carriers; 
and certified early intervention service brokers (CCBs), the Department is required to develop a 
coordinated system of payment of early intervention services using public and private moneys.  
The Department has developed a funding hierarchy that is to be used by the CCBs during the 
individualized family service plan (IFSP) development process to identify possible funding 
sources that may be available to each child.  According to the Department, the funding hierarchy 
is arranged in the order in which funding sources are accessed for service payment and is 
designed to ensure that available funding sources for EI services are accessed and utilized in an 
efficient manner.  If a funding source is not available, the next source on the list is considered 
until an appropriate funding source is located.  The fund hierarchy includes: 
 Private pay (voluntary, at the discretion of the parent) 
 Private health insurance plan (with written consent of the parent) 
 TRICARE (a military health system) 
 Medicaid (Title XIX), Home and Community Based Services (HCBS) Medicaid Waivers, 

and Child Health Plan Plus (CHP+) 
 Child welfare and Temporary Assistance to Need Families (TANF) 
 Other local, state, or federal funds, including mill levy funds (as may be available) 
 State General Fund 
 Part C of the Federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 
 
One piece of the funding hierarchy is the Early Intervention Services Trust (EIST) Fund.  The 
EIST is established pursuant to Section 27-10.5-709 (2) (a), and consists of moneys paid by an 
eligible child’s private health insurance carrier to cover direct service costs associated with 
coordinated early intervention services.  Within 90 days of determining that the child is no longer 
eligible for services, any moneys deposited in the trust fund on behalf of that child and not 
expended shall be returned to the carrier. 
 
The Department is currently working with the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing 
to increase Medicaid utilization as a funding source for EI services by implementing procedures 
to require a denial from Medicaid or private insurance before General Fund or federal Part C 
funds are used to pay for Medicaid or private insurance eligible services.  The Department 
reports that the average utilization rate has increase from 40.0 percent in FY 2012-13 to 
approximately 45.0 percent in FY 2013-14 for direct services; and from 50.0 percent in FY 
2012-13 to 79.0 percent in FY 2013-14 for service coordination.  The Department and CCBs 
report that not all services are Medicaid billable; and some service providers choose not to 
participate in Medicaid.  The Department reports that the number of children projected to be 
covered by Medicaid is based on a data match between the Medicaid Management Information 
System (MMIS) database and the DDDWeb, the statewide web-based data system that collects 
all case management, billing and reporting information for children referred and enrolled in EI 
services.  CCBs are expected to utilize Medicaid Targeted Case Management for 95.0 percent of 
the eligible and enrolled Medicaid children.  For direct services, CCBs are expected to utilize 
Medicaid for 55.0 percent of the same children. 
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According to the Department, a CCB’s total projected caseload for the upcoming year is 
calculated by multiplying the percent change over the previous three years by the actual average 
monthly enrollment for the current fiscal year or the average enrollment for the previous three 
years, whichever is greater.  The number of children to be served through the EIST is based on 
the actual average monthly reenrollment number of children with a trust fund program recorded 
in the DDDWeb for the previous fiscal years.  CCBs must serve 100.0 percent of the children 
who are on the trust. 
 
In FY 2013-14, the unduplicated number of eligible children that were served by all CCBs is 
recorded at 12,703.  Given the high turnover rate in the program, this number may not provide an 
adequate representation of CCB workload.  This workload is driven by the volume of referrals, 
intake, eligibility determinations and the development of the initial individualized IFSP.  This 
number does reflect the number of children who were determined eligible for EI services, had an 
active IFSP at some point during the year, and who received one or more EI services during the 
fiscal year.  A more accurate representation of the CCBs’ workload is the total unduplicated 
average count of children served each month.  For FY 2013-14, this count was 6,885.   At an 
average cost of $6,737 per child, the total cost including all funding sources for EI direct services 
and service coordination was $46.4 million in FY 2013-14.  It is important to note that the actual 
average cost per child may differ from the value indicated above as the Medicaid direct service 
funds may include payments for other services provided in addition to those that are identified as 
EI services.  The Department reports that billing codes in the data system within the Medicaid 
Management Information System were not able to distinguish between the direct services 
provided through an EI program and those that may have been provided in a clinic or hospital 
setting.  As of July 1, 2014, a new EI billing code modifier has been added to provide more 
accurate reporting of the EI services covered by Medicaid.  EI expenditures for the past two 
fiscal years are provided in the following table: 
 

Early Intervention Expenditures 
Fund Source FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 

State General Fund $17.0 million $19.8 million 

Federal Part C 7.4 million 7.4 million 

Medicaid 9.5 million 8.3 million 

Early Intervention Trust Fund 3.3 million 3.7 million 

Other Funding 2.1 million 7.2 million 

 
Analysis 
The Department is requesting an increase of $2.5 million total funds, including $1.2 million 
General Fund for FY 2015-16 for early intervention direct services and service coordination.  
Though population growth for the birth through 2 year old age group has been projected to rise 
consistently through 2020, the Department did not request a funding increase for FY 2014-15 
because it was anticipated that:  1) the caseload growth would stay relatively stable, 2) there 
would be sufficient Part C funds carried forward from prior fiscal years, and 3) CCBs would 
significantly increase the use of Medicaid and private insurance so that other funds would be 
available to fully fund the estimated caseload growth.   
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Caseload Growth.  Based on caseload data provided by the Department indicating a 2.0 percent 
increase in caseload in FY 2012-13, it appears that the Department expected the same 2.0 percent 
caseload growth in FY 2013-14.  However data for that fiscal year indicates a 5.3 percent growth 
in EI caseload.  Using this as the projected caseload growth for FY 2014-15, the Department 
estimates a shortfall for the current fiscal year of 1.3 million total funds ($0.6 million General 
Fund) for direct services and nearly $400,000 total funds (nearly $257,000 Net General Fund) for 
service coordination.   
 
The Department has not addressed this shortfall in its budget request, therefore this shortfall will 
be left to the CCBs to mitigate.  Though not all CCBs were polled, five of the 20 CCBs have 
reported to staff that they anticipate a shortfall during the current fiscal year.  Three of those have 
projected shortfalls of $350,000, $600,000 and $1.0 million.  Options for mitigating the shortfall 
include provider rate cuts, spending into deficit, and initiating a waitlist. 
 
In addition to caseload growth challenges, CCBs have received an amended FY 2014-15 contract 
from the Department, reportedly as a result of additional funding available for allocation.  
According to tables provided to the CCBs by the Department, the initial allocation for State 
General Fund and Part C funds totaled $26.2 million.  The revised contracts reduced the amount 
of the allocations to 11 of the CCBs, and increased the allocation to the remaining 9.  The total 
allocation was reduced by $10,000 overall.  It is unclear to staff and the CCBs how the 
Department arrived at the allocation values for the new contracts.  A breakdown of the changes 
in the contracted allocations to the CCBs are provided in the following table: 
 

State General Fund and Part C Allocations 
FY 2014-15 

CCB 

Revised 
Contract 

Allocations 
Original Contract 

Allocations 
Allocation 

Change 

Blue Peaks Developmental Services $180,926 $169,060 $11,866 

Colorado Bluesky Enterprises 528,893 518,983 $9,910 

Community Connections Inc. 261,756 302,550 ($40,794) 

Community Options Inc. 345,298 339,022 $6,276 

Developmental Disabilities Center/Imagine! 1,865,467 1,855,586 $9,881 

Developmental Disabilities Resource Center 2,022,363 1,959,514 $62,849 

Developmental Opportunities/Starpoint 224,838 236,914 ($12,076) 

Developmental Pathways 7,002,782 6,800,703 $202,079 

Eastern Colorado Services 450,031 455,438 ($5,407) 

Envision 1,348,442 1,338,024 $10,418 

Foothills Gateway 1,518,083 1,531,460 ($13,377) 

Horizons Specialized Services 172,789 171,595 $1,194 

Inspiration Field 67,768 68,956 ($1,188) 

Mountain Valley Developmental Services 532,936 550,855 ($17,919) 

North Metro Community Services 2,390,955 2,615,593 ($224,638) 

Rocky Mountain Human Services 3,455,430 3,541,377 ($85,947) 
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Southeastern Developmental Services 105,244 109,476 ($4,232) 

Southern Colorado Developmental Disabilities Services 56,905 70,469 ($13,564) 

Strive 412,817 445,807 ($32,990) 

The Resource Exchange 3,258,655 3,131,165 $127,490 

Total Allocation $26,202,378 $26,212,547 ($10,169) 

 
Part C Funds.  Though the Department anticipated a carryover in Part C funds to help mitigate 
the caseload growth, it reported to the CCBs that carry-over funds are not available as of the start 
of FY 2014-15.  The Department has not provided information as to why this is the case.  The 
Long Bill reflects the amount of funds anticipated to be received pursuant to Part C of the federal 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act as $8.0 million.  In order to be eligible 
to receive these funds, there cannot be a waitlist for EI services. 
 
Increase in the use of Medicaid.  The Department’s FY 2015-16 budget request states that it is 
implementing procedures to require a denial from Medicaid or private insurance before General 
Fund or federal Part C funds are used to pay for services that are billable under those funding 
sources.  According to the budget request, the increase in federal Medicaid funds to the state in 
FY 2015-16 is calculated at approximately $275,000.  The Department does not believe that 
requiring a Medicaid denial will impact the capacity of the CCBs as a CCB can change the 
payment source in the database and follow the billing process for the next available funding 
source.  Federal Part C regulation 34 C.F.R. 303.510 (b) allows the use of federal funds as an 
interim payment source to prevent delay of providing services to a child, pending reimbursement 
from the agency or entity that has the fiscal responsibility for payment.  The Department’s 
position is based on the assumption that all in-house staff and contracted providers bill Medicaid. 
 
What the Department has failed to consider is the impact such a policy will have on CCBs 
providing services in rural regions of the state.  Of the 20 CCBs, the majority serve either strictly 
rural regions or regions that are a mix of rural and urban communities.  According to the 
Department, nine CCB regions have one or fewer Medicaid physical therapy and occupational 
therapy providers; only eight of the regions have one or fewer Medicaid speech language 
pathologist Medicaid providers; and 3 of the 20 CCB regions have two Medicaid physical 
therapy, occupational therapy, and speech language pathology providers.  Please see the table 
below for a breakdown by region. 
 

Total Number of [Medicaid] Physical Therapists (PT), Occupational Therapists (OT) and Speech 
Language Pathologists (SLP) by CCB Service Area 11/18/2014 

CCB Counties served Total PT Total OT Total SLP 

Blue Peaks Developmental Services 
Alamosa; Conejos; Costilla; 
Mineral; Rio Grande; Saguache 0 0 0 

Colorado Bluesky Enterprises Pueblo 0 1 0 

Community Connections Inc. 
Archuleta; Dolores; La Plata; 
Montezuma; San Juan 0 0 1 

Community Options Inc. 
Delta; Gunnison; Hinsdale; 
Montrose; Ouray; San Miguel 3 0 1 

Developmental Disabilities 
Center/Imagine! Boulder; Broomfield 19 11 43 
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Developmental Disabilities Resource 
Center 

Clear Creek; Gilpin; Jefferson; 
Summit 14 10 26 

Developmental Opportunities/Starpoint Canon City 0 0 2 

Developmental Pathways Arapahoe; Douglas 23 32 61 

Eastern Colorado Services 

Cheyenne; Elbert; Kit Carson; 
Lincoln; Logan; Morgan; Phillips; 
Sedgwick; Washington; Yuma 2 1 1 

Envision Weld 9 9 31 

Foothills Gateway Larimer 15 10 18 

Horizons Specialized Services 
Grand; Jackson; Moffat; Rio 
Blanco; Routt 1 2 2 

Inspiration Field Bent; Crowley; Otero 0 0 0 

Mountain Valley Developmental Services Eagle; Garfield; Lake; Pitkin 1 2 3 

North Metro Community Services Adams 22 18 37 

Rocky Mountain Human Services Denver 37 54 89 

Southeastern Developmental Services Baca; Bent; Kiowa; Prowers 0 0 0 
Southern Colorado Developmental 
Disabilities Services Huerfano; Las Animas 2 2 1 

Strive Mesa 0 1 2 

The Resource Exchange El Paso; Park; Teller 2 6 7 

 
Information provided by the CCBs however, magnify the challenges they face if a Medicaid 
denial is required.  For example, Eastern Colorado Services reports that the majority of the ten 
counties it serves are covered by five critical access hospitals that are not required to maintain 
rehabilitative personnel.  Medicaid providers are centralized in two hospitals in this CCB region, 
including Sterling Regional Medical Center and Colorado Plains Medical Center.  Neither of 
these hospitals will serve children in natural environments without door to door reimbursement 
for travel time and mileage at $75 per hour.  Given the distance providers may need to travel to 
serve clients in a rural region, it can be more cost-effective to utilize a non-Medicaid provider 
that lives near the family as opposed to mandate the use of a Medicaid provider that must travel 
up to 100 miles each way.  Currently, private, independent Medicaid contractors are rarely 
available and tend to be unwilling to become Medicaid providers because of the additional time 
required to do so.  This CCB reports that for the month of October 2014, more than 50 percent of 
its Medicaid eligible children had no access to a Medicaid provider, in which case a Medicaid 
denial would not be possible.  Under this new policy, without the denial neither State General 
Fund nor Part C fund could be accessed to cover the costs of services, resulting in increased costs 
to the CCB.  
 
CCBs also expressed concern about the additional administrative processes associated with 
ensuring that there is Medicaid denial.  Coupled with provider shortages, there is concern that 
this expectation will prevent the CCBs from meeting the 28 day service delivery requirement.  
According to the Developmental Disabilities Resource Center, a child who has Medicaid is 
required to undergo two evaluations rather than one – one with Child Find and one after the 
provider has been assigned.  Medicaid requires goals based on the second evaluation that are not 
typically the outcomes derived from the IFSP process and are not family driven as prescribed in 
the EI model.  In addition, two CCBs reported not receiving partial credit from the Department 
for Medicaid utilization for eligible children whose plans include services that are not Medicaid 
billable.  CCBs are not clear about how the Department calculated the utilization rate for 
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Medicaid, and are concerned that the number is inflated.  The Department’s request is based on 
the assumption that the average Medicaid utilization for direct services will increase from 45.0 to 
50.0 percent and for targeted case management from 79.0 to 80.0 percent in FY 2014-15 and FY 
2015-16.  However, it reported in FY 2013-14, on average 53.0% of the children enrolled in EI 
services each month were not Medicaid eligible.   
 
Based on the above information, staff believes that implementing procedures to require a denial 
from Medicaid before General Fund or federal Part C funds can be used to pay for eligible 
services will result in:  1) delayed service delivery by CCBs, putting them at risk of failing to 
meet the 28 day expectation for timeliness; and 2) will result in a waitlist as CCBs are unable to 
cover the costs of service delivery and coordination through other funding sources.  In order for 
Colorado to be eligible to receive federal Part C funds, there cannot be a waitlist and services 
must be delivered within the established timeline.  Requiring CCBs to obtain a Medicaid denial 
can potentially cost the state $8.0 million in federal Part C funds.   
     
OPTIONS 
Staff has considered the following options as means to address the capacity and service delivery 
challenges faced by CCBs as a result of Department policy: 
 Move early intervention services and case management to the Department of Health Care 

Policy and Financing. 
 Allocate General Fund directly to the Community Centered Boards, resulting in an annual 

specified General Fund transfer to each entity. 
 Require the Department to pass on General Fund to CCBs for services without the 

requirement of a Medicaid denial. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee sponsor legislation that requires the department to pass on 
General Fund for appropriately billed and eligible services and service coordination to CCBs 
without restriction. 
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Issue:  Part C Child Find Early Intervention Evaluations 
The Early Intervention Program is administered by the Division of Community and Family 
Support in the Office of Early Childhood.  It provides early intervention (EI) services to infants 
and toddlers ages zero through two years of age who have been determined to have a 
developmental delay or disability, who have been diagnosed with a physical or mental condition 
that has a high probability of resulting in a significant delay in development, or who are living 
with a parent who has a developmental disability.   
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
 
 Pursuant to 34 C.F.R. Section 303.302, the state is required to have a comprehensive Child 

Find system, that focuses on the early identification of infants and toddlers who have 
developmental delays or disabilities. 

 
 Each child, birth through two who is referred for early intervention services shall receive an 

evaluation by a multidisciplinary team to determine if there is a developmental delay and an 
assessment to identify a child’s current levels of development in all developmental domains.   

 
 Child Find evaluations are performed by Child Find teams within local schools districts or 

Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES). 
 

 Evaluations must be completed and a coordinated service plan must be developed within 45 
days of a child’s referral. 

 
 The Department reports that in FY 2013-14, 220 evaluations were conducted by Community 

Centered Boards (CCB) because Child Find teams were finding it difficult to meet the 45 day 
requirement due to capacity issues. 

 
 In FY 2013-14, CCBs referred 394 children to Child Find for evaluations.  This practice 

represents a system inefficiency and may result in increased barriers for families to access 
care. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee consider sponsoring legislation to move responsibilities 
for Part C Child Find and corresponding funding from the Department of Education to the 
Department of Human Services; and provide the option for CCBs to either conduct their own 
early interventions evaluations or contract with the local school district or Board of Cooperative 
Educational Services or another party to perform the early intervention evaluations.  Funding 
associated with Part C Child Find will be used to mitigate the costs of performing the evaluations 
or contracting another entity to do so. 

 
 
 
 
 

4-Dec-14 30 HUM-CW/CA/EC-brf



JBC Staff Budget Briefing – FY 2015-16                                                                    
Staff Working Document – Does Not Represent Committee Decision 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Background Information 
The Early Intervention Program is administered by the Division of Community and Family 
Support in the Office of Early Childhood.  It provides early intervention (EI) services to infants 
and toddlers ages zero through two years who have been determined to have a developmental 
delay or disability, who have been diagnosed with a physical or mental condition that has a high 
probability of resulting in a significant delay in development, or who are living with a parent 
who has a developmental disability.  The Department of Human Services is designated as 
Colorado’s lead agency under Part C of the Federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) and reports that intervention services are provided to eligible children and their families 
to enhance child development in 15 allowable areas of service and service coordination that 
include cognition, speech, communication, physical development, motor development, vision, 
hearing, social and emotional development, and self-help skills.  These community-based 
services are delivered statewide by 20 Community Centered Boards (CCBs), with whom the 
Department contracts. 
 
Community Centered Boards are private corporations that can be either for-profit or not-for-
profit entities.  Pursuant to Section 25.5-10-202 (4), when acting as a service agency, the CCBs 
provide case management services to persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities; 
and are authorized to determine eligibility of those persons within a specified geographical area, 
serve as a single point of entry for persons to receive services and supports, and provide 
authorized services and supports either directly or by purchasing services and supports from 
service agencies.  In cases of children, birth through two years of age, multi-disciplinary 
evaluations are performed by Child Find teams under the supervision of the Department of 
Education, and those meeting the evaluation threshold are referred to the appropriate CCB.  Each 
CCB serves a specific geographic region covering from one to ten counties and is responsible 
for:  intake; eligibility determination; providing service coordination; service plan development; 
and arrangement, delivery, and monitoring of services. 
 
The Early Intervention Colorado State Plan, 2014, indicates that rule 12 CCR 2509-10 states that 
the EI program “shall have a comprehensive Child Find system, pursuant to 34 C.F.R. Section 
303.302, that focuses on the early identification of infants and toddlers who have developmental 
delays or disabilities, including a system for making referrals so that timely and rigorous 
identification shall occur.”  Section 22-20-103 (4), C.R.S., identifies Child Find as the program 
component of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) that requires states 
to find, identify, locate, evaluate, and serve all children with disabilities, from birth to twenty-
one years of age.  Child Find includes:  Part C Child Find, which means the program component 
of IDEA that requires states to find, identify, locate, evaluate, and serve children with disabilities 
from birth through two years of age; and Part B Child Find, which means the program 
component of IDEA that requires states to find, identify, locate, evaluate, and serve children with 
disabilities from three to twenty-one years of age.  Specific Department of Education (CDE) 
responsibilities for Part C Child Find are described in section 22-20-118, C.R.S., including:  
ensure that administrative units (defined as a school district, a board of cooperative services, a 
multi-district administrative unit, or the state charter school institute, that is providing 
educational services to exceptional children and that is responsible for the local administration of 

4-Dec-14 31 HUM-CW/CA/EC-brf



JBC Staff Budget Briefing – FY 2015-16                                                                    
Staff Working Document – Does Not Represent Committee Decision 

 
the article) perform the necessary screening and evaluation of children with disabilities from 
birth through two years of age; promulgate rules and administrative remedies to ensure that the 
IDEA timelines and requirements of Part C Child Find are met by administrative units and to 
establish a process for addressing situations where administrative units fail to meet the timelines 
and requirements; establish state-level interagency operating agreements, including but not 
limited to: 
 Working with the department of human services as necessary and within existing resources 

to assist in developing and implementing the DHS statewide plan for community education 
outreach and awareness efforts related to Part C Child Find and the availability of early 
intervention services. 

 Coordinating a process with the department of human services to provide for, accept, and 
assist with referrals to families in finding the appropriate agency for intake and case 
management as defined in section 27-10.5-102, C.R.S.; 

 Facilitating the implementation of Part C Child Find and the use of Medicaid funds related to 
Part C Child Find activities. 

 Monitoring screenings and evaluations by administrative units of children with disabilities. 
 
Further, the administrative units are required to:   
 Establish local-level interagency operating agreements with community-centered boards as 

necessary to assist in developing and implementing the DHS statewide plan for community 
education outreach and awareness efforts related to Part C Child Find and the availability of 
early intervention services.  

 Screen and evaluate children from birth through two years of age who have been referred to 
the administrative unit for services under Part C Child Find. Administrative units may elect 
to serve children from birth through two years of age identified as needing services under 
Part C Child Find as defined in Section 22-20-103 (4) (a), C.R.S. 

 Pursuant to the development of the Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP), coordinate 
with CCBs to have the same representative who conducts a Part C Child Find evaluation 
attend the mandatory meeting at which the family receives information concerning the results 
of the Part C Child Find evaluation; and 

 Pursuant to section 27-10.5-704, C.R.S., coordinate with CCBs, the DHS, and the CDE to 
assist a child with disabilities as he or she transitions from the developmental disabilities 
system into the public education system no later than the age of three. 

 
Under 24 C.F.R., Section 303.310 and 303.345, the Code of Federal Regulations requires that 
infants and toddlers receive an evaluation, eligibility determination, and initial planning meeting 
within 45 calendar days of the date of referral.  The target is 100.0 percent compliance with this 
measure; however Colorado’s performance was 98.9 percent in FY 2012-13 and approximately 
95.0 percent in FY 2013-14.  The Department reports that the decrease in the rate of compliance 
is due to capacity issues reported by CCBs and the school district Child Find teams.  The Office 
of Special Education Programs in the U.S. Department of Education also established a target of 
100.0 percent for the timely initiation of EI services as documented in the IFSP.  The Department 
defines timely as 28 days.  The Department reports actual performance in this measure as 
ranging from 90.0 to 98.0 percent for FY 2013-14. 
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Analysis 
According to the Early Intervention Colorado State Plan, 2014, each child, birth through two 
years of age who is referred for EI services shall receive an evaluation by a multidisciplinary 
team to determine if there is a developmental delay and an assessment to identify a child’s 
current levels of development in all developmental domains.  Responsibilities of the CCBs 
include, but are not limited to:   
 The development of local procedures to inform primary referral sources of the requirement 

under 34 C.F.R., Section 303.303, which is incorporated by reference as defined in Section 
7.900, A, 5 to refer a child as soon as possible, but in no case more than seven days after the 
child has been identified with a suspected developmental delay or disability; 

 Ensuring that local child identification process is  
o family centered;  
o easily accessible;  
o ongoing and available throughout all 12 months of the year;  
o culturally and linguistically appropriate;  
o staffed by appropriately trained personnel at the post-referral screening level, and 

appropriate, licensed personnel at the evaluation and assessment level;  
o coordinated so that the completion of evaluation and assessment activities occurs early 

enough in the process to allow completion of the IFSP within the 45 calendar-day 
timeline from the point of referral 

 Convening a meeting within 45 days from the date of referral for an eligible child for the 
purpose of developing the IFSP; 

 
In terms of child identification, the procedures for eligibility determination for developmental 
delay states that the final eligibility determination still rests with the CCB based on information 
from the local multidisciplinary evaluation team.  CCBs shall provide service coordination for 
each infant and toddler from the date of the referral through transition at three years of age, exit 
from EI services or a determination of ineligibility, whichever occurs first.  Procedures in the 
Early Intervention Colorado State Plan, 2014 state that CCBs are “the only qualified providers 
for service coordination; including Targeted Case Management services, for infants and toddlers 
enrolled in early interventions services. 
 
According to the Early Intervention Services FY 2013-14 Annual Report, the demand for CCBs 
to conduct initial eligibility evaluations increased from FY 2011-12 “as some school districts 
were having a harder time meeting the federally required 45-day timeline for completing Child 
Find evaluations for referred infants and toddlers.”  The report indicates that in FY 2008-09, 69 
children had evaluations completed by CCBs, whereas in FY 2012-13, 223 evaluations were 
conducted by CCBs; and in FY 2013-14, 220 evaluations were conducted by CCBs.  In FY 
2013-14, 12,074 duplicative referrals were made to CCBs/Child Find for evaluations.  Of those, 
394 were made from CCBs to Child Find.  If a CCB employs qualified staff who can perform the 
evaluations, referral of the family to another entity is inefficient and time-consuming for both the 
CCB staff and the family.  It also has the potential of negatively impacting the CCBs compliance 
with the 45 day requirement for the completion of the IFSP.  In addition, referral of a family to 
another location may present barriers in access to services depending upon the family’s resources 
and transportation needs.  CCBs without internal staff resources that can perform evaluations 
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will continue to benefit from Child Find team evaluations as long as school calendar or limited 
district capacities do not result in delays in performing them. 
 
The Department of Education is appropriated $2.9 million for Child Find.  A portion of this 
funding is provided for staff to conduct Part C early intervention evaluations 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee consider sponsoring legislation to move responsibilities 
for Part C Child Find and corresponding funding from the Department of Education to the 
Department of Human Services; and provide the option for CCBs to either conduct their own 
early interventions evaluations or contract with the local school district or Board of Cooperative 
Educational Services or another party to perform the early intervention evaluations.  Funding 
associated with Part C Child Find will be used to mitigate the costs of performing the evaluations 
or contracting another entity to do so. 
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Issue:  The 3+ Initiative 
The Early Intervention Program is administered by the Division of Community and Family 
Support in the Office of Early Childhood.  It provides early intervention (EI) services to infants 
and toddlers ages zero through two years of age who have been determined to have a 
developmental delay or disability, who have been diagnosed with a physical or mental condition 
that has a high probability of resulting in a significant delay in development, or who are living 
with a parent who has a developmental disability.  Children aging out of early intervention 
services at the age of three are no longer eligible for Part C services and coordinated case 
management.   
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
 
 Early intervention services are provided to children ages birth through two years of age by 

Community Centered Boards (CCB). 
 

 Children aging out of early intervention services at the age of three are no longer eligible for 
Part C services and coordinated case management under the federal Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
 

 Children ages 3-21 may be eligible to receive services under Part B of IDEA; however case 
management is not required, and some services may not be covered by this funding source. 
 

 In order to reduce the gap in services and supports for three and four year old children, 
Developmental Pathways has developed a 3+ initiative. 

 
 Intended outcomes of this initiative include:  a less traumatic impact on families due to loss 

of critical support relationships developed with therapists; increased stabilization of child 
behavioral skills; improved success in early educational environments; and an overall 
reduction in the number of children formerly receiving EI services who are expelled from 
preschool. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
In order to provide ongoing services and supports to three and four year old children and their 
families as they transition from Part C IDEA to Part B IDEA, staff recommends that the 
Committee consider sponsoring legislation to fund a 3+ Initiative pilot project for three years.  
Staff also recommends that the pilot project should be evaluated on an annual basis through 
clearly defined and appropriate performance measures and outcomes. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Background Information 
The Early Intervention Program is administered by the Division of Community and Family 
Support in the Office of Early Childhood.  It provides early intervention (EI) services to infants 
and toddlers ages zero through two years of age who have been determined to have a 
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developmental delay or disability, who have been diagnosed with a physical or mental condition 
that has a high probability of resulting in a significant delay in development, or who are living 
with a parent who has a developmental disability.  Children aging out of early intervention 
services at the age of three are no long eligible for Part C services and coordinated case 
management.  Children in need of ongoing services for a developmental delay or disability may 
receive services and support through Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) or the Family Support Services Program. 
 
The Family Support Services Program (FSSP) provides support for families who have children 
with developmental disabilities or delays with costs that are beyond those normally experienced 
by other families.  The primary purpose of the FSSP is to support children with developmental 
disabilities or delays remaining within their own family setting and prevent out-of-home 
placements.  FSSP may not be able to meet all of the family’s needs on an ongoing basis.  In 
addition to FSSP, some families may be eligible for waivers, but according to Community 
Centered Boards (CCBs), there are no other funding streams that can be accessed that will cover 
the cost of case management and services until the child turns 18 and is eligible for 
comprehensive or supported livings services.  Some families do choose to use private pay to 
cover ongoing services.   
 
Since the enactment of the original legislation in 1975, children and youth (ages 3-22) receive 
special education and related services under Part B of IDEA.  While children receiving early 
intervention services through a CCB under Part C of IDEA benefit from the relationship and 
experience of a service coordinator or case manager, upon turning three years old, this is not 
always the case.  Under Part B of IDEA, there is no requirement for a child and family to have a 
case manager and it is left up to the family to connect with other families experiencing the same 
dynamics to receive support.  Frequently the child’s primary service provider under Part B, such 
as a speech and language pathologist or a teacher, will partner with the family in the same way 
the service coordinator did under Part C.   
 
Specifically under Part C, each eligible infant or toddler and their family must be provided with 
one service coordinator.  The designated service coordinator should be the person who is most 
immediately relevant to the infant or toddler’s or family’s needs.  That person is responsible for: 
coordinating all services across agency lines, facilitating connections between families and 
potential supports, and serving as the single point of contact in helping parents obtain the 
services and assistance they need.  Service coordination is an active, ongoing process that 
involves assisting parents in gaining access to the early intervention services and supports, 
coordinating the provision of services and supports, facilitating the timely delivery of services 
and continuously seeking all services and supports necessary. 
 
Under special education, there is no requirement that a service coordinator be designated for a 
child and his or her family.  Part B Child Find coordination includes many components which 
are a part of service coordination, including planning and development in the areas of public 
awareness, community referral systems, screening and evaluation, service coordination and staff 
development.  It can also include coordination and implementation in the areas of interagency 
collaboration, screening procedures, including vision and hearing, and referral procedures to 
parents and children about all public and private resources that can meet identified needs.   
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According to the Department of Education, one of the challenges for families transitioning from 
Part C services and coordination to Part B planning is the change from the family-focused 
services of early intervention to the child-centered education programs of Part B.  CDE also 
notes that in Part C, family involvement is mandatory and parents are expected to be decision 
makers for the child’s services.  Families are taught and encouraged to provide and advocate for 
the child’s needs.  When the child enters the Part B program at three years of age, the school 
assumes the primary education responsibility and “the values and priorities of the parents may 
not match those of the education team.”1  CCBs report that though planning for children occurs 
under Part B, some of the needed services may not be paid for by the school district. 
 
Not all children who have been receiving Part C services will make a transition to Part B services 
when the child turns three.  For example, some children who were eligible for Part C services 
may not meet the eligibility criteria for special education services when they turn three years old.  
Other children may not be enrolled in a preschool program, but are cared for by a child care 
provider, family member, or parent.   
 
Beyond Early Intervention 
Of the 20 CCBs, Developmental Pathways, the CCB that serves Arapahoe and Douglas Counties 
and a portion Adams County, serves the largest number of individuals with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities.  According to the Department, Developmental Pathways’ estimated 
average monthly enrollment for FY 2014-15 is 1,746 children.  The CCB estimates that annually 
500 children age out of early intervention services.  In an effort to provide necessary services and 
supports to children and families in years during which there can be a gap, Developmental 
Pathways has launched a new initiative called 3+.  This initiative is designed to continue case 
management relationships for four and five year old children and their families, allowing for a 
more gradual transition into the part B program.  Intended outcomes of this initiative include:  a 
less traumatic impact on families due to loss of critical support relationships developed with 
therapists; increased stabilization of child behavioral skills; improved success in early 
educational environments; and an overall reduction in the number of children formerly receiving 
EI services who are expelled from preschool. 
 
The cost per child is not expected to change as the child transitions from EI services to 3+ 
services.  The Department calculates the average cost per child for early intervention services at 
$5,243; and the average cost per child for case management at $1,179.  As with the EI program 
some services may be Medicaid eligible.  The estimated total cost for 500 children is provided in 
the following table.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Johnson, Cheryl.  Supporting Families in Transition between Early Intervention and School Age Programs.  
Colorado Department of Education, 2001. 
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Estimated Cost of 3+ Initiative 

500 Children/year – Average Monthly Enrollment, 42 
Total 
Funds 

General 
Fund 

Cash 
Funds 

Reapprop. 
Funds 

Federal 
Funds 

Average monthly enrollment 42 

Direct service rate per child $5,243 

Total cost - direct service $220,206 $105,919 $65,842 $0 $48,445 

Service coordination rate per child $1,032 

Total cost - service coordination $43,344 $15,214 $0 $28,130 $0 

Total Cost $263,550 $121,133 $65,842 $28,130 $48,445 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
In order to provide ongoing services and supports to three and four year old children and their 
families as they transition from Part C IDEA to Part B IDEA, staff recommends that the 
Committee consider sponsoring legislation to fund a 3+ Initiative pilot project for three years.  
Staff also recommends that the pilot project should be evaluated on an annual basis through 
clearly defined and appropriate performance measures and outcomes. 

  

4-Dec-14 38 HUM-CW/CA/EC-brf



JBC Staff Budget Briefing – FY 2015-16                                                                    
Staff Working Document – Does Not Represent Committee Decision 

 

Issue:  Child Welfare Audit 
The Division of Child Welfare provides funding for programs that protect children from harm 
and assist families in caring for and protecting their children.  Nearly 90.0 percent of funding in 
this division is allocated to counties, which are responsible for administering child welfare 
services under the supervision of the Department.  County departments receive and respond to 
reports of potential child abuse or neglect and provide appropriate child welfare services to the 
child and the family, including providing for the residential care of a child when a court 
determines this is in the best interests of the child.  On November 12, 2014, the Office of the 
State Auditor (OSA) released the performance audit report on child welfare programs in the 
Department of Human Services.  This issue brief contains a summary of this audit and the OSA’s 
recommendations to the Department.  Further details, including the Department’s responses to 
the audit recommendations can be found at the following link: 
http://www.leg.state.co.us/OSA/coauditor1.nsf/All/E5214710B77C878487257D320050F29A/$FILE/1354S%20-
%20Colorado%20Childrens'%20Welfare%20Workload%20Study%20Report%20August%202014.pdf 
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
 
 On November 12, 2014, the Office of the State Auditor released the performance audit report 

on child welfare programs in the Department of Human Services. 
 

 The audit made 16 recommendations, including 47 sub-parts to the Department to improve 
various aspects of the child welfare system.   
 

 The Department agreed with 31 recommendation sub-parts, partially agreed with 6 
recommendation sub-parts, and disagreed with 10 recommendation sub-parts.   
 

 According to the report, the audit found deficiencies in Department oversight of and 
guidance for county departments, particularly with respect to screening and assessing child 
abuse and neglect allegations.   
 

 Findings suggest a need for the Department to improve its supervision of the child welfare 
system to promote strong and consistent practices by the counties.   

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee discuss the findings of the Office of the State Auditor at 
the Department’s hearing. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The Division of Child Welfare provides funding for programs that protect children from harm 
and assist families in caring for and protecting their children.  Nearly 90.0 percent of funding in 
this division is allocated to counties, which are responsible for administering child welfare 
services under the supervision of the Department.  County departments receive and respond to 
reports of potential child abuse or neglect and provide appropriate child welfare services to the 
child and the family, including providing for the residential care of a child when a court 
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determines this is in the best interests of the child.  On November 12, 2014, the Office of the 
State Auditor released the performance audit report on child welfare programs in the Department 
of Human Services.  Following is a summary of the Department of Human Services Child 
Welfare Performance Audit. 
 
Background Information 
Title 19 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, referred to as The Colorado Children’s Code defines 
the process through which the child welfare system will provide care for abused and neglected 
children, preserve and strengthen family ties when possible, and remove a child from the custody 
of his or her parents when the child’s safety or the protection of the public will otherwise be 
endangered.  Child abuse or neglect is defined in Section 19-1-103 (1) (a), C.R.S., as an act or 
omission that threatens the health or welfare of a child and includes:  physical injury or death; 
unlawful sexual behavior; inadequate provision of basic needs; emotional abuse; exposure to 
controlled substances; abandonment; or allowing others to abuse or mistreat a child without 
taking action to stop it. 
 
Colorado is one of nine-states that operate a state-supervised, county-administered child welfare 
system.  Pursuant to Section 26-1-118 (1), C.R.S., counties serve as agents of the state in 
administering public assistance and related activities.  The Department is responsible for 
supervision of county child welfare programs; providing technical assistance to counties; 
overseeing implementation of new initiatives and child welfare program requirements; 
overseeing county staff training; allocating state and federal funding to counties; approving 
county child welfare plans; and responding to stakeholder complaints.  The Department provides 
oversight of the child welfare system through two divisions, including the Child Welfare 
Division and the Administrative Review Division.  The State Board of Human Services is 
responsible for:  rule making; formulating and revising policies; and advising the Executive 
Director.  Counties are responsible for:  accepting reports of known or suspected child abuse and 
neglect; assessing allegations of maltreatment; and authorizing and providing services. 
 
The Audit 
This audit resulted from a legislative audit request and occurred from July 2013 through October 
2014.  It focused on the initial stages of a family’s involvement in the child welfare system.  The 
following topics were reviewed in this audit, and the auditors provided the indicated 
recommendation(s) for each: 
 Screening reports of child abuse and neglect – The Department should ensure that counties 

make appropriate child welfare referral screening decision based on established requirements 
by working with the State Board of Human Services to  
o Implement guidance and training that clarifies how counties should interpret statutes and 

rules and use referral information; and 
o Establish requirements for counties to include in Trails a brief narrative of the rationale 

behind their referral screening decisions. 
 Timeliness of initial contract – The Department should strengthen its performance 

measures and monitoring related to counties making actual contact with children within 
assigned response times by 
o Expanding C-Stat performance measures to include a separate measure on actual initial 

contacts with children; and 
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o Developing and publicly reporting a separate performance measure that reflects actual 

initial contacts with children on the Community Performance Center. 
 Assessment of child safety and risk of future maltreatment – The Department should 

ensure that children’s safety and risk of abuse or neglect are assessed in a thorough and 
timely manner by 
o Establishing clear written guidance on how caseworkers should identify child safety 

concerns in situations that may be difficult to assess;  
o Establishing written expectations that counties implement controls to prevent the same 

person from both requesting and approving an extension to complete an assessment or 
the closure of an assessment. 

 Child Fatality Review Team (CFRT) – The Department should improve its CFRT process 
by 
o Implementing a process to provide members written information on county violations; 

and allow members to review and provide feedback on all reports before they are 
finalized;  

o Working with the State Board of Human Services to promulgate rules to provide 
addition guidance on the CFRT process. 

 Reporting of egregious incidents – The Department should improve county reporting of 
egregious incidents of abuse and neglect by  
o Working with the State Board of Human Services to further define in rules, or 

implementing through other formal mechanisms, egregious incidents of child abuse and 
neglect that require review; and 

o Providing training and guidance to county departments of human/social services on the 
identification and reporting of egregious incidents. 

 Sharing information with mandatory reporters – The Department should ensure 
compliance with the requirements for providing certain mandatory reporters with information 
about cases they have reported to the county. 

 Child Protection Teams – The Department should work with child welfare and county 
stakeholders to assess whether Child Protection Teams are still needed and work with the 
General Assembly on statutory changes to either make Child Protections Teams effective as 
an oversight mechanism for the child welfare system or to eliminate the requirement for the 
Child Protection Teams. 

 Interpretation of Department authority – The Department should ensure that it exercises 
appropriate authority when advising and overseeing counties regarding requirements for the 
child welfare system by  
o Requesting a legal opinion of the Office of the Attorney General on whether the 

Department has authority to waive rules that govern the child welfare system or to 
otherwise provide direction to counties to operate in a manner that is inconsistent with 
requirements in rules;  

o Discontinuing the practice if the Attorney General finds that the Department does not 
have authority to waive or contravene rules; and 

o Take steps to communicate any changes in practice or expectations. 
 Performance measures – The Department should improve its SMART Government Act 

performance measure for child welfare by revising the “Timeliness of Assessment Closure” 
measure, or adding an additional measure, to align with the regulatory requirements of 
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investigative assessments to be closed in 30 days unless an extension is approved by a 
supervisor; and using this measure as a basis for awarding incentives to counties. 

 Cooperative agreements between county departments and law enforcement agencies – 
The Department should promote compliance with the statutory requirement that county 
departments of human/social services establish cooperative agreements with the law 
enforcement agencies in their jurisdictions. 

 Collaborative Management Program (CMP) – The Department should improve its 
oversight of the program. 

 General Fund Savings – The Department should improve its management of general fund 
savings from the CMP by 
o Working with the State Board of Human Services to promulgate a rule to determine 

General Fund saving resulting from the CMP;  
o Discontinuing the practice of requiring county-level programs to elect either a savings or 

surplus distribution in their memoranda of understanding; and  
o Seeking further legal guidance on the use of surplus funds for distributing General Fund 

savings, and proposing legislative change to establish a mechanism for distributing 
General Fund savings. 

 Data management and program accountability – The Department should improve 
accountability for the CMP by 
o Requesting an opinion from the Office of the Attorney General on whether the 

Department is exercising its full authority as permitted in current statute and ensure that 
practice is consistent with the opinion; 

o Developing improved data collection and reporting protocols for programmatic and 
expenditure data and requiring all county departments that participate in county-level 
programs to comply with them; 

o Assessing options for implementing a single data system to maintain CMP data. 
 Ensuring program outcomes – Given the shortcomings of the CMP, the auditors were 

unable to draw any conclusions as to whether the CMP is effective in accomplishing its 
statutory purpose. 

 Operation of the Differential Response Pilot Program – If the General Assembly enacts 
legislation to continue the use of differential response beyond July 1, 2015, the Department 
should ensure successful expansion of differential response by 
o Establishing guidance that clearly defines risk levels that influence whether a differential 

response assessment is appropriate and clarifies how different factors can influence a 
child’s risk of maltreatment;  

o Enforcing Department policies and guidance or working with the State Board of Human 
Services to codify in rules all requirements that counties must follow when handling 
assessments and cases through the program; and  

o Implementing a more robust process for monitoring differential response activities that 
includes modifying Trails. 

 RED Team group decision making – The Department should ensure that counties statewide 
implement the RED Team process consistently and effectively by 
o Establishing guidance that clarifies when counties must use RED Teams, and how 

counties should document RED Team discussions and supervisory approval of RED 
Team decision;  
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o Adding a component to the Administrative Review Division’s quality assurance reviews 

that includes reviewing Trails documentation that supports RED Team decisions for 
referrals that are assigned for assessment; and 

o Modifying Trails so the database fields more closely align with the factors RED Teams 
consider during their discussions. 
 

Office of the State Auditor, Key Facts and Findings 
According to the report, the audit found deficiencies in Department oversight of and guidance for 
county departments, particularly with respect to screening and assessing child abuse and neglect 
allegations.  The findings suggest a need for the Department to improve its supervision of the 
child welfare system to promote strong and consistent practices by the counties.  The audit made 
16 recommendations, including 47 sub-parts to the Department to improve various aspects of the 
child welfare system.  The Department agreed with 31 recommendation sub-parts, partially 
agreed with 6 recommendation sub-parts, and disagreed with 10 recommendation sub-parts.  
Following are the key facts and findings found on page one of the report: 
 In the review of 20 screened out referrals and 10 referrals of incidents reviewed by the Child 

Fatality Review Team (CFRT), it was unclear that counties followed statutes and rules to 
make appropriate screen-out decision for six referrals. 

 For 4 of 40 sampled assessments, Trails documentation showed that caseworkers did not 
interview or observe children involved with child welfare referrals within county-assigned 
response times. 

 The Trails records for all 40 assessments of child safety and risk in the sample did not 
demonstrate adequate or timely completion of all required elements. 

 Of 18 CFRT reports summarizing reviews of FY 2013 incidents, it was found that the CFRT 
did not always identify violations and did not recommend improvements for about 34 percent 
of the deficiencies it found related to referral screening and assessments; and 75 percent of 
the CFRT’s recommendations for incidents that occurred from FY 2011 through 2013 had 
not been fully implemented as of April 2014. 

 In several instances, the Department established processes to direct or approve counties’ not 
following State Board of Human Services rules. 

 The Department allocated $1.3 million to CMP incentive fund monies to county programs for 
FY 2013, but lacks processes to ensure that the programs are accomplishing the intent of the 
program. 

 Of 10 sampled referrals that were assessed using differential response, the assessments may 
have been more appropriate to assign as investigative assessments.  The audit found 
problems with the completeness of Trails documentation for the sampled differential 
response assessments. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Committee discuss the findings of the Office of the State Auditor at 
the Department’s hearing. 
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Issue:  Child Welfare Workload Study 
In August 2014, the Office of the State Auditor released the Colorado Child Welfare County 
Workload Study.  The study was conducted pursuant to Section 2-3-103, C.R.S. which 
authorized the State Auditor to conduct audits of all departments, institutions, and agencies of 
state government.  The purpose of study was to “establish a comprehensive picture of the state’s 
county child welfare workload, case management, and staffing levels and identify estimated 
workload and staffing levels to accomplish child welfare goals.”   
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
 
 In August 2014, the Office of the State Auditor released the Colorado Child Welfare County 

Workload Study. 
 

 The purpose of study was to “establish a comprehensive picture of the state’s county child 
welfare workload, case management, and staffing levels and identify estimated workload and 
staffing levels to accomplish child welfare goals.”   
 

 The study evaluated the workload and case management of county caseworkers, supervisors, 
and other frontline staff statewide, and included a time study to determine the amount of time 
county caseworkers, supervisors and other staff spend on job duties, including child welfare 
and non-child welfare tasks.   
 

 By utilizing the workload data above and combining it with information on the number of 
actual cases to be served a workload model was developed and used to determine the actual 
number of hours it would take staff to complete all responsibilities according to statute and 
rule. 
 

 The study indicates that an estimated 574.0 additional case worker FTE positions, plus 122.0 
related supervisory positions are needed to handle the caseloads associated with the time 
study. 
 

 The Department is requesting an additional $8.2 million total funds, including $6.6 million 
General Fund, and 0.9 FTE for FY 2015-16 with an annualization of $7.9 million total funds, 
including $6.3 million General Fund, and 1.0 FTE for FY 2016-17.  These moneys will be 
appropriated in the Child Welfare Block and are intended to fund 110 case workers, 15 
supervisors, and 5 case aides. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee consider: 
 Including a footnote in the Long Bill on the Child Welfare Services line item that defines that 

the intent of the General Assembly is that funds associated with this request to be used for 
the hiring of additional county child welfare staff. 

4-Dec-14 44 HUM-CW/CA/EC-brf



JBC Staff Budget Briefing – FY 2015-16                                                                    
Staff Working Document – Does Not Represent Committee Decision 

 
 Including a Request for Information in the 2015 letter to the Governor requesting that the 

Department monitor and provide corresponding data to the Committee on county hiring 
practices and staffing levels on an on-going basis. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
Background Information 
In August 2014, the Office of the State Auditor released the Colorado Child Welfare County 
Workload Study.  The study was conducted pursuant to Section 2-3-103, C.R.S. which 
authorized the State Auditor to conduct audits of all departments, institutions, and agencies of 
state government.  The study was performed by ICF International Incorporated, L.L.C. in 
collaboration with Walter R. McDonald & Associates, Inc.  According to the workload study 
report, the purpose of study was to “establish a comprehensive picture of the state’s county child 
welfare workload, case management, and staffing levels and identify estimated workload and 
staffing levels to accomplish child welfare goals.”  It focused on actual time spent on tasks in 
order to evaluate efficiencies, develop workload standards, and determine the need for additional 
resources.   
 
Summary of Workload Study 
The study evaluated the workload and case management of county caseworkers, supervisors, and 
other frontline staff statewide, and included a time study to determine the amount of time county 
caseworkers, supervisors and other staff spend on job duties, including child welfare and non-
child welfare tasks.  The time study spanned 4 weeks and included the participation of 54 
counties and approximately 1,300 child welfare workers.  The amount of time spent on 11 major 
services, 15 task categories within each service, and 69 sub-tasks within each task category 
during the month of February 2014 was recorded.  An analysis of the time study date and input 
from over 60 county child welfare staff was performed resulting in the estimated amount of time 
necessary to perform a service for a case if all requirements are met.    An additional data request 
was sent to each county, requesting information about staffing and human resources practices.  
Of Colorado’s 64 counties, 49 provided information.  The table below provides an overview of 
the job positions included in the time study.2  Of those who participated in the study, 61.0 
percent were child welfare caseworkers; 17.0 percent were supervisors, managers and 
executives; 15.0 percent were child welfare support staff; and 7.0 percent were other staff.  
Beginning on February 1st, participants recorded their time by service, task category within each 
service, and key tasks within each task category.   
 

County Child Welfare Time Study 
Examples of Job Positions 

Caseworker Supervisor/Manager Support Other (e.g. Specialized) 
 Caseworker 
 Social caseworker 
 Senior social caseworker 
 Lead caseworker 

 Casework supervisor 
 Unit supervisor 
 Program manager 
 Child and family supervisor 

 Case aide 
 Case services aide 
 Administrative assistant 
 Secretary 

 Adoption assistance 
specialist 

 Child protection 
community liaison 

                                                 
2 ICF International Incorporated, L. (2014). Colorado Department of Human Services: Colorado Child Welfare County Workload Study. Denver: 

State of Colorado Office of the State Auditor. 
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 Director 
 Deputy director 

administrator, child welfare 
 Social services supervisor 

 Business associate 
 Screener 
 Hotline operator 

 Facilitator/mediator 
 Family advocate 
 Family engagement 

specialist/facilitator 
 Foster care specialist 
 Kinship navigator 
 Visitation facilitator 
 Volunteer coordinator 

Source:  ICF International’s analysis of data collected during the February 2014 time study of county child welfare workers. 

 
Because child welfare programs are client-focused, ICF used the client-oriented workload 
perspective.  It accounts for differences in cases and services, including case complexities and 
the length of time needed to provide those services.  The time study indicated that participants 
spend an average of 43.3 hours per week on child welfare programs.  Data in the table below is 
from the workload study report and provides a breakdown of the average hours per week worked 
by job group, including leave time.  A breakdown of hours spent per worker per week by job 
group can be found in the workload study report.  The report is posted on the website of the 
Office of the State Auditor and can be accessed at the following link: 
http://www.leg.state.co.us/OSA/coauditor1.nsf/All/E5214710B77C878487257D320050F29A/$FILE/1354S%20-
%20Colorado%20Childrens'%20Welfare%20Workload%20Study%20Report%20August%202014.pdf. 
 

Child Welfare Time Study Results 
Average Weekly Hours Dedicated to the Child Welfare Program 

Job grouping 
Average hours dedicated to child welfare per 

Week per worker 
Child welfare caseworkers 44.6 
Child welfare supervisors, managers, & executives 48.0 
Child welfare support staff 36.7 
Other staff 35.5 

All participants 43.3 
Source:  ICF International’s analysis of data collected during the February 2014 time study of county child welfare workers. 

 
It is important to consider the amount of time child welfare workers spend on cases in each 
service and task area.  This information was used to develop a workload model and determine 
the optimal caseload and hours per case for each worker to fulfil mandates and achieve program 
goals.  The following table from the report summarizes the average number of hours per 
recipient spent in each case-related service area for all time study participants. 
 

Child Welfare Time Study Results 
Average Hours Spent per Recipient by Service 

Service Total hours recorded Total recipients served 

Average hours per 
recipient for all time 
study participants 

Screening/intake/hotline 18,713 6,791 2.8 
Family meetings 6,036 1,457 4.1 
Assessments 15,490 2,929 5.3 
Ongoing in-home 11,344 2,053 5.5 
Ongoing out-of-home 19,811 2,753 7.2 
Visitation 4,478 737 6.1 
Adoption 4,655 951 4.9 
Licensing 3,282 639 5.1 
Source:  ICF International’s analysis of data collected during the February 2014 time study of county child welfare workers. 
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In addition to analyzing statewide data for job group, services, tasks, and sub-tasks, the study 
also compared date between urban and rural counties.  Based on guidance from the Department, 
15 counties were classified as urban, while the remaining 49 counties were classified as rural.  
According to the report, the 15 urban counties account for 82.0 percent of the total time recorded 
during the study – consistent with the fact that these counties: 
 Comprise 82.0 percent of the state’s population, 
 Account for 84.0 percent of the total state child welfare budget, and 
 Represent 83.0 percent of the child welfare staff in participating counties. 
 
The report provides the following key summary findings in the context of services and task 
performance: 
 Caseworkers participating in the time study spent about 68.0 percent of their time on case-

related activities, including screening, family meetings, assessments, ongoing in-home and 
out-of -home services, and visitation. 

 Of the 11 major services studied, time study participants spent the highest percentage of time 
(36.0 percent) on case support, which includes any work activities that are not related to a 
specific case, including staff meetings and training. 

 Of the 15 task categories studied, time study participants spent the highest percentage of time 
(38.0 percent) on documentation and administration, including Trails documentation, human 
resource tasks, and other general office tasks. 

 Improving operational efficiencies in the child welfare process could help provide more staff 
time and resources to counties, reducing the amount of additional resources needed to meet 
requirements and achieve desired outcomes. 

 
ICF developed a workload model by establishing workload standards – the estimated amount of 
time necessary to perform a service for a case in a month if all federal and state law, policy, and 
good practices are met.  These workload standards are summarized in the following table. 
 

Actual Measured and Estimated Hours per Case by Service for 
Colorado Child Welfare Caseworkers 

Service 

Actual measured 
hours per case per 
time study results 

Estimated hours per 
case to achieve 

objectives and meet 
requirements1 Percent change 

Screening/intake/hotline 2.8 3.3 18% 
Family meetings 4.1 9.5 132% 
Assessments 5.3 8.3 57% 
Ongoing in-home 5.5 8.1 47% 
Ongoing out-of-home 7.2 14.3 99% 
Visitation 6.1 13.9 128% 
Adoption 4.9 12.6 157% 
Licensing 5.1 11.6 127% 
Source:  ICF International’s analysis of February 2014 Colorado county child welfare workers’ time study results, information obtained from 
focus groups, and workload results from other states. 
1 The estimated hours per case were established from qualitative analysis of the information provided by experienced caseworkers during focus 
group meetings, workload results from other states, and review by subject matter experts. 
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By utilizing the workload data above and combining it with information on the number of actual 
cases to be served, ICF developed a workload model.  According to the report, the primary 
reasons estimated service time amounts are higher than the actual measured number of hours 
spent per case, include: 
 Additional time is necessary to meet all mandated service requirements, on average, across 

cases.  The actual time is lower than the estimated needed time because child welfare 
workers are not able to dedicate as much time to the services as required. 

 More cases should receive the service each month; however due to a variety of factors (large 
caseloads, weather, scheduling, travel time), the proper amount of cases did not receive the 
service. 

 The actual measured time did not accurately reflect the actual amount of time it takes to 
complete the task. 

 More time should be dedicated to some task categories to fully meet the needs of the client. 
 Time study averages may not be accurate for every month of the year. 
 
The staffing model was used to calculate the number of additional FTE needed to cover the 
difference between the estimated hours per case per service at the level of the workload standard 
and the actual number of hours per case per service at the current staffing level.  The following 
table provides a breakdown of these calculations. 
  

Caseworker Staffing Model and FTE Projections for the Time Study Participants 

Service 
Monthly 
caseload 

Actual 
monthly 

hours per 
case 

Actual 
case-

related 
FTE 

Estimated 
monthly 

hours per 
case 

Estimated 
case-

related 
FTE 

Additional 
FTE 

needed 

Screening/intake/hotline 6851 2.8 177 3.3 209 32 

Family meetings 1464 4.1 55 9.5 128 73 

Assessments 2929 5.3 143 8.3 224 81 

Ongoing in-home 2077 5.5 105 8.1 155 50 

Ongoing out-of-home 2768 7.2 184 14.3 365 181 

Visitation 740 6.1 42 13.9 95 53 

Adoption 951 4.9 43 12.6 111 68 

Licensing 639 5.1 30 11.6 68 38 

Total 780 1357 576 
Source:  ICF International’s analysis of time study case data, time study measured actual monthly hours per case data, and subject matter expert 
review to determine recommended hours data. 

 
Staff has recreated the table found on page 60 of the workload study report.  Staff’s table does 
not include FTE associated with prevention or case-related support time not captured in services, 
as neither of those categories experienced a change in FTE.  In addition, staff’s calculation for 
estimated monthly FTE in the assessment category resulted in an estimate of 224.0 FTE, whereas 
the report only indicated an estimate of 222.0 FTE.  Staff’s calculation for additional FTE is 
576.0 FTE as compared with 574.0 FTE in the report.  The report estimates that an increase of 
122 supervisor FTE may also be warranted. 
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The workload study concludes by providing possible inefficiencies that may contribute to the 
need for additional FTE.  The report states that “the data from the time study and focus group 
discussions with county child welfare staff provided indicators that there may be opportunities 
for the Department and counties to address inefficiencies in the current child welfare processes 
and thereby reduce the amount of additional resources needed to meet child welfare requirements 
and achieve program objectives.”  These include: 
 Trails modernization; 
 Documentation standardization and the use of templates; and 
 Improvement of county efficiencies. 
 
Department Request 
The Department is requesting an additional $8.2 million total funds, including $6.6 million 
General Fund, and 0.9 FTE for FY 2015-16 with an annualization of $7.9 million total funds, 
including $6.3 million General Fund, and 1.0 FTE for FY 2016-17.  This request is based on the 
workload study’s findings that county caseworkers are working an average of 44.6 hours per 
week and supervisors, managers, and executives work an average of 48.0 hours per week.  In 
addition, while time spent working on case related services are consistent with other state child 
welfare studies, Colorado caseworkers and supervisors manage more cases than compared with 
the national average.  Finally, heavy caseloads and workloads have been cited repeatedly as key 
reasons workers leave child welfare.  These funds are requested to allow counties to hire 
additional child welfare staff and thereby ensure that staff is allowed to manage a more 
appropriate number of cases; however the workload study did not provide guidance as to the 
appropriate caseload per case worker; nor did the study identify specific county staffing needs.  
A Workload Study Workgroup, consisting of both county and state Division of Child Welfare 
staff, has been reviewing the study to develop formal recommendations for an appropriate case 
worker to assessment/case ratio of 1:10; and a supervisor to case worker ratio of 1:5.  Counties 
will be surveyed to determine the estimated number of case workers and supervisory staff needs.   
 
Though the workload study estimates that counties need an additional 696.0 staff members, the 
Department estimates that it will take five years for counties to increase capacity to this level.  
The Department reports that conversations have been initiated with its county partners and is 
considering the recommendations of the Workload Study Workgroup for improvements required 
within the state and local systems, including recruitment and retention efforts within counties; 
expansion of programs to attract new students and talent to the child welfare system; increased 
availability of mandatory training for new workers and supervisors; and, expanded overhead 
including workspace, computers, and phone lines. 
 
In addition to the increase in the Child Welfare Services line item, the Department is requesting 
funds to further analyze caseload ratios and monitor the impact of the additional child welfare 
staff on the overall system.  The request includes 1.0 FTE for a training certification specialist 
(GP III) to handle the increase in training demands.   
 
Child Welfare Block 
Funds in the Child Welfare Services line item are allocated to counties as the Child Welfare 
Block established by S.B. 97-218.  These funds provide the primary source of funding for 
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counties to administer child welfare programs and deliver associated services to children and 
families.  This line item appropriation provides funding for the following:  county administration 
for child welfare related activities; out-of-home care; subsidized adoption and relative 
guardianship agreements; and other necessary and appropriate services for children and families.  
Pursuant to Section 26-5-104 (4) (a), C.R.S., county departments are authorized to use this 
allocation to provide child welfare services without categorical restriction.  These funds are 
allocated to counties pursuant to a formula approved by the statutorily mandated Child Welfare 
Allocations Committee.   
 
Through the Child Welfare Services line item, county departments of human and social services 
are reimbursed for 80.0 percent of related expenses, up to the amount available for each county's 
allocation.  During FY 2012-13, the Child Welfare Allocation Committee (CWAC), county 
representatives, and the Department worked with a consultant to create a new allocation model 
that uses concrete, measurable cost drivers, demographic data, and outcome-based performance 
measures to allocate resources.  The CWAC unanimously approved the model for 
implementation in FY 2013-14.  The allocations for FY 2013-14 distributed 98.0 percent of the 
available funds using two methods.  Allocations for July through December 2013 were based on 
the previously used Optimization Model.  Funding for January through June 2014 was 
distributed using the new Outcomes Allocation Model.  The Outcomes Model uses data from the 
most recent fiscal year for calculating the allocation, using a three-year average for non-
demographic data elements.  It includes the following drivers:  child population; children in 
poverty; program services costs; days paid in foster care; days paid in congregate care; days paid 
in subsidized adoption; and new adoptions.  The remaining two percent of available funds was 
reserved for incentives based on each county’s performance in each of three outcome-based 
performance measures:  absence of recurrence of child maltreatment; permanency for children in 
out-of-home care; and timeliness of child abuse assessments closure.  The Outcomes Model was 
used for distributing funding in FY 2014-15 and will be used in ensuing fiscal years.   
 
Analysis 
The Child Welfare Block reimburses counties for up to 80.0 percent of child welfare 
expenditures, leaving the remaining 20.0 percent (or more if expenditures exceed the allocation) 
as the counties’ responsibility.  Staff requested information from the Department about the 
impact of the staffing increase on county funds.  The Department notified staff that on Friday 
November 21, 2014, the Child Welfare Allocation Committee (CWAC), made up of county 
commissioners and state Division of Child Welfare staff, asked that counties be surveyed to 
determine which counties will, and which will not, be able to come up with the increase in local 
funds required by this request.  Counties will also be asked to identify barriers that may prevent 
them from coming up with the increase in local funds.  Counties will not be required to 
participate in the distribution of any funds that may be allocated for additional casework or 
supervisory staff. 
 
If increased funding is approved, these funds will be appropriated in the Child Welfare Services 
line item and allocated to counties as part of the block.  As stated above, pursuant to Section 26-
5-104 (4) (a), C.R.S., county departments are authorized to use these funds to provide child 
welfare services without categorical restriction.  Staff is concerned that an appropriation within 
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this line item may not be used by counties to increase child welfare staff as intended.  Staff has 
identified the following options to address concerns: 
 Sponsor legislation that requires county departments to utilize funding solely for the purpose 

hiring child welfare staff; 
 Appropriate the funding in a new line item specifically designated for staffing; 
 Include a footnote in the Long Bill on the Child Welfare Services line item that defines that 

the intent of the General Assembly is that funds associated with this request to be used for 
the hiring of additional county child welfare staff. 

 Include a Request for Information in the 2015 letter to the Governor requesting that the 
Department monitor and provide corresponding data to the Committee on county hiring 
practices and staffing levels. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee consider: 
 Including a footnote in the Long Bill on the Child Welfare Services line item that defines that 

the intent of the General Assembly is that funds associated with this request to be used for 
the hiring of additional county child welfare staff. 

 Including a Request for Information in the 2015 letter to the Governor requesting that the 
Department monitor and provide corresponding data to the Committee on county hiring 
practices and staffing levels on an on-going basis. 
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Issue:  Collaborative Management Program 
The Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare currently administers the 
Collaborative Management Program (CMP).  Section 24-1.9-101 (2), C.R.S., states that the 
uniform system of collaborative management is necessary to effectively and efficiently 
collaborate to share resources or to manage and integrate the treatment and services provided to 
children and families who benefit from multi-agency services.  The CMP utilizes the 
collaboration of multiple youth serving agencies to create better outcomes for youth who have 
struggled with substance abuse, delinquency, educational outcomes, behavioral health, and other 
barriers to successful development.   
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
 
 The Collaborative Management Program (CMP) was established pursuant to H.B. 04-1451 

and utilizes the collaboration of multiple youth serving agencies to create better outcomes for 
youth who have struggled with substance abuse, delinquency, educational outcomes, 
behavioral health, and other barriers to successful development. 

 
 There are currently 38 counties participating in the CMP and eligible to receive incentive 

funds from the Performance-based Collaborative Management Incentive Cash Fund.  
Funding for this program has remained relatively flat for several years; while the number of 
participating counties has increased six-fold. 

 
 The November 12, 2014 performance audit of child welfare programs includes 

recommendations specific to the program. 
 

 Multiple shortcomings in this program were identified in the audit and the report states that 
“given the shortcomings of the CMP, the auditors were unable to draw any conclusions as to 
whether the CMP is effective in accomplishing its statutory purpose.” 
 

 The Department is requesting $2.1 million General Fund and 1.8 FTE in addition to the cash 
fund spending authority in FY 2015-16 to provide oversight and technical assistance to the 
counties and ensure adequate funding levels for CMPs 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
If the Committee would like to continue funding this program, staff recommends that the 
Committee consider sponsoring legislation that:  
 Defines the infrastructure and specifies components of the uniform system of collaborative 

management to ensure statewide program consistency; 
 Clearly defines the target population of the program; 
 Requires the Department to specify the performance measures that are evaluated and 

incentivized and remove all local performance measures from the state-wide reporting 
process; and include language that states that this expectation will not preclude local 
collaboratives from monitoring additional local measures; 
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 Strengthens the language in statute concerning the evaluation of the program to include 

guidance on what should be considered when allocating incentive funds; 
 Establishes an interagency team that reviews and approves each county’s annual MOU; 
 Requires the Department to substantially modify the incentive fund formula to eliminate the 

weighted distribution of incentive funds related to county size and ensure that it is based on 
actual number of children served rather than estimates; and 

 Provides an option for interagency oversight groups to designate one of the following as the 
fiscal agent for the receipt of incentive fund allocations:  county department of human/social 
services, a local school district, or a designated mental health organization. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Background Information 
Pursuant to H.B. 04-1451, the Collaborative Management Program (CMP) was developed with 
the understanding that: 
 Children and families who receive child welfare services often benefit from treatment and 

services that involve multiple agencies, division, units, and sections of departments at the 
state and county level; 

 The development of a uniform system of collaborative management is necessary for agencies 
at the state and county levels to effectively and efficiently collaborate to share resources or to 
manage and integrate the treatment and services provided to children and families who 
benefit from multi=agency services; and 

 The development of a more uniform system of collaborative management that includes the 
input, expertise, and active participation of parent advocacy or family advocacy 
organizations may reduce duplication and eliminate fragmentation of services, increase the 
quality, appropriateness, and effectiveness of services provided; encourage cost-sharing 
among service providers and ultimately lead to better outcomes and cost-reduction for the 
services provided to children and families in the child welfare system, including the foster 
care system 

 
Section 24-1.0-102 (1) (a) grants county departments of social services the authority to enter into 
memorandums of understanding (MOU) that are designed to promote a collaborative system of 
local-level interagency oversight groups and individualized service and support teams to 
coordinate and manage the provision of services to children and families who would benefit from 
integrated multi-agency services.  The MOUs must be between the following agencies: 
 The local judicial districts, including probation services; 
 The health department; 
 The local school district(s); 
 Each community mental health center; 
 Each behavioral health organization; 
 The Division of Youth Corrections; 
 A designated managed service organization for the provision of treatment services for 

alcohol and drug abuse; and 
 A domestic abuse program, if representation is available. 
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The MOU may also include family resource centers.  The parties of the MOU are encouraged to 
seek input, support, and collaboration from key stakeholders in the private and nonprofit sectors, 
as well as parent advocacy or family advocacy organizations that represent family members or 
caregivers of children who would benefit from multi-agency services.  MOUs must specify the 
legal responsibilities, funding sources, and services that may be provided.  Services may include, 
but are not limited to:  prevention, intervention, and treatment services, family preservation 
services; family stabilization services; out-of-home placement services; service for children at 
imminent risk of out-of-home placement; probation services; services for children with mental 
illness; public assistance services; medical assistance services; and child welfare services. 
 
The local CMP is governed by an interagency oversight group (IOG) that includes a 
representative of each party of the MOU, each of whom is a voting member.  The following 
nonvoting members may also be a part of the oversight group: 
 Representatives of interested local private sector entities; 
 Family members or caregivers of children who would benefit from or have received 

integrated multi-agency services. 
 
The IOG is required to develop collaborative management processes to be utilized by 
individualized service and support teams when providing services to children and families.  
Section 24-1.9-102, C.R.S. states that these processes shall address risk-sharing, resource-
pooling, performance expectations, outcome-monitoring, and staff-training and shall be designed 
to: 
 Reduce duplication and eliminate fragmentation of services provided to children or families; 
 Increase the quality, appropriateness, and effectiveness of services delivered to children and 

families who would benefit from integrated multi-agency services to achieve better 
outcomes; 

 Encourage cost-sharing among service providers. 
 
The Department is responsible for specifying performance measures, determining methodology 
for the allocation of incentive funds, providing training, and overseeing an external evaluation.   
County programs are required to establish a collaborative management process that addresses:  
risk-sharing, resource-pooling, performance expectations, outcome-monitoring, and staff 
training.   
 
Performance Measures 
As mentioned previously, the Department is responsible for specifying performance measures, 
however the November 2014 performance audit performed by the Office of the State Auditor, 
indicates that county-level programs selected 128 different performance measures for FY 2013.  
For the purposes of state-wide evaluation and cross county comparisons, the counties are asked 
to select one of four specifically identified measures in each of the four primary service domains 
of child welfare, juvenile justice, education, and health/mental health; however a county does not 
need to select the same measure every year.  Due to the flexibility in local program development, 
depending upon the needs of the community the CMP serves, the degree to which a given 
measure reflects the impact of the CMP services may vary.  Counties may also select additional 
incentivized measures. 
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Funding 
The number of collaborative management programs has grown significantly in the last several 
years.  As of FY 2014-15, 38 counties are participating in collaboratives, including all ten of the 
largest counties.  Participating entities may agree to attempt to meet certain performance 
measures, specified by the Department and the Board of Human Services. Local interagency 
groups that choose this option are eligible to receive incentive moneys.  Incentive moneys, which 
are allocated by the Department to those interagency groups that meet or exceed the specified 
performance measures, are to be reinvested in services for children and families. 
 
In addition, parties to an MOU are to create a procedure to allow General Fund savings, realized 
as a result of the MOU, to be reinvested in services for children and families. General Fund 
savings associated with the program that will be retained by participating counties are to be 
determined based on rules established by the State Board of Human Services.  This mechanism, 
as implemented in the Child Welfare Services line item, often has a substantial fiscal impact on 
participating counties, as it enables them to keep unspent portions of their child welfare services 
funding allocations.  In FY 2013-14, seven counties elected to retain General Fund savings. 
 
The CMP is funded from the Performance-based Collaborative Management Incentive Cash 
Fund.  The fund consists of moneys received from docket fees in civil actions transferred 
pursuant to Section 13-32-101 (5) (a), C.R.S.  For FY 2007-08, the Performance Incentive Cash 
Fund was repealed and all moneys in the fund were transferred into the Performance-based 
Collaborative Management Incentive Cash Fund.  In addition, the fund received transfers from 
the family stabilization services fund. Current program appropriation levels exceed the annual 
fund revenue of approximately $200,000 per year. 
 
Allocations to counties are determined through a formula made up of variables including:  the 
meaningful minimum; the number of performance measures the county-level reported meeting; 
the proportion of child welfare population served the program; and the size of the county.  The 
meaningful minimum is a set amount depending on the size of the county ($33,500 for the ten 
large counties, and $25,500 for the remaining counties).  Counties earn the meaningful minimum 
by meeting at least one performance measure.  The remaining variables are weighted on a per-
share basis:  counties receive one share for each of the three remaining performance measures 
they meet; and one share for each 33.3 percent of their child welfare population they estimate 
will be served.  Finally, large counties receive three additional shares and the balance-of-state 
counties receive one additional share.  After accounting for the overall cost of the meaningful 
minimum portion of the allocation, the remaining balance in available incentive funds is divided 
by the total number of county shares earned.  The share portion of the allocation to each county 
is determined by multiplying the individual share value by the number of shares each county has 
earned.  For example, the allocation for a large county serving between 33.4 and 66.6 percent of 
its child welfare through its CMP and meeting three of the four performance measures would be 
based on the following equation: 
 
 Allocation = $33,500 + X(2+2+3) and  X=Y/n, where  

Where X=the individual share value 

4-Dec-14 55 HUM-CW/CA/EC-brf



JBC Staff Budget Briefing – FY 2015-16                                                                    
Staff Working Document – Does Not Represent Committee Decision 

 
 Y=the remaining balance of available incentive funds after the total meaningful 

minimum reduction, and 
 n=the total number of earned shares for all counties 

 
In FY 2013-14, the program appropriation was reduced from $3.2 million to $3.1 million cash 
funds; and FY 2014-15, the spending authority was reduced again to $3.0 million cash funds to 
avoid over-spending available revenue.  Allocations to counties have historically exceeded the 
available balance of the Collaborative Management Incentive Cash Fund resulting in a projected 
depletion of the fund.  Instead of reducing the total amount allocated to counties to align with 
available funding, each year the distribution was delayed until such time as the revenue in the 
cash fund was enough to cover the counties earned incentive funds.  According to the 
Department, an internal review of the payout process and a subsequent Attorney General ruling 
in FY 2013-14 indicated that the method used to pay counties was unconstitutional, as it is illegal 
for entities of the state to accrue debt in one fiscal year that must be paid in the next.  As a result, 
in February 2014, the Department informed participating counties that incentive fund payments 
must be made to each county by September 30th of the fiscal year following the close of the year 
in which the incentive funds are earned.  This advance in the payment date for FY 2013-14 
earned incentives left an anticipated revenue shortfall in the cash fund of approximately 50.0 
percent.  The final result of shifting the county allocation to align with the State Constitution 
means that incentive funds for FYs 2012-13 and 2013-14 were distributed to counties with cash 
funds from one year of revenues, effectively reducing the annual allocation by half over the 
course of two years. 
 
The current projection for the cash fund, reflected below, indicates that while reserves can 
continue to support the program at the current level through FY 2015-16, additional reductions 
or the identification of a new revenue source is necessary to avoid depleting the fund entirely.  
The Department has indicated that the revenue in the Collaborative Management Incentive Cash 
Fund has not kept pace with program growth due to the increase in the number of participating 
counties.  The Department is requesting $2.1 million General Fund and 1.8 FTE in addition to 
the cash fund spending authority in FY 2015-16 to provide oversight and technical assistance to 
the counties and ensure adequate funding levels for CMPs.   
 

Performance-based Collaborative Management Incentive Cash Fund* 

  
Actual 

FY 09-10 
Actual 

FY 10-11 
Actual 

FY 11-12 
Actual 

FY 12-13
Actual 

FY 13-14 
Approp. 
FY 14-15 

Request 
FY 15-16 

Cash balance beginning of year $2,171,861  $1,604,839 $1,077,947 $684,611 $449,556  $190,456 $280,349 

Actual/anticipated cash inflow 2,832,202  2,883,760 2,823,245 2,803,731 2,784,190  2,793,961 2,793,961 
Actual/appropriated cash 
outflow 3,399,224  3,410,652 3,216,580 3,038,786 3,043,291  3,000,000 3,000,000 
Changes from prior year fund 
balance (567,022) (526,892) (393,335) (235,055) (259,101) (89,894) (206,039) 
Actual/anticipated liquid fund 
balance $1,604,839  $1,077,947 $684,612 $449,556 $190,456  $280,349 $74,310 

*The above figures are from the Schedule 9: Cash Funds Reports provided by the Department of Human Services. 
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Evaluation 
According to the Department, statewide evaluation of the overall CMP has proven difficult as the 
services that are provided through multiple agencies are reported at the local level and on local 
software programs.  The Department reports that for confidentiality reasons, local providers do 
not have access to the Colorado Trails system making it difficult for the Department and the 
contracted evaluator to monitor outcomes and savings generated from reduced costs.  Through 
the increase in FTE, the Department intends to increase oversight of the program to ensure that it 
operates according to statutory requirements and regulations by assessing if the program: 
 Serves children/youth involved with multiple agencies; 
 Reinvests cost savings in local CMPs; 
 Reduces duplication and fragmentation of services provided; 
 Increases quality, effectiveness, and appropriateness of services delivered to children, youth, 

and families; 
 Maximizes cost savings that may have occurred by collaboratively managing the multi-

agency services provided through the individualized service and support teams; and 
 Creates consistency in data collection. 
 
Pursuant to Section 24-1.9-102 (2) (i) the MOU must include a provision stating whether the 
parties to the memorandum of understanding will attempt to meet performance measures 
specified by the DHS and elements of collaborative management, as defined by rule of the state 
board of human services.  If the parties agree to attempt to meet the performance measures and 
elements of collaborative management, the MOU must require the IOG to create a procedure, 
subject to he approval of the head or director of each agency represented in the MOU to allow 
any incentive moneys allocated to the collaborative to be reinvested by the parties to the MOU to 
provide appropriate services to children and families who would benefit from integrated multi-
agency services.  Allocation of incentive funds shall be to counties that have successfully 
implemented the elements of collaborative management specified by rule of the state board and 
also meet or exceeded the performance measures specified by the Department.  The 
departments and agencies that provide oversight to the parties to the MOU are authorized to 
issue waivers of any rules to which the departments and agencies are subject and that would 
prevent the departments from effective implementation of the MOU; however, the departments 
and agencies are prohibited from waiving a rule in violation of federal law or that would 
compromise the safety of a child. 
 
Statute authorizes the Department to utilize moneys in the Performance-based Collaborative 
Management Incentive Cash Fund for ongoing external evaluations of the counties participating 
in the program, and of counties that choose not to participate.  Each county that chooses to 
participate in the CMP must participate in the annual external evaluation.  Development of the 
evaluation criteria must be based on input from the counties, agencies represented in the MOU, 
participating stakeholders in the private and nonprofit sector, and participating parent or family 
advocacy organizations that represent family members or caregivers of children who would 
benefit from multi-agency services participating in the CMP (Section 24-1.9-102.5, C.R.S.).   
The Department is authorized to perform an evaluation pursuant to this section on an ongoing 
basis as needed and as determined by the Department and subject to available appropriations.  
Technical assistance is provided to counties by the Department and Section 24-1.9-102.7 
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requires that training identify management strategies to collaborate effectively and efficiently to 
share resources or to manage and integrate the treatment and service provided to children and 
families receiving collaborative management services. 
 

Summary of Collaborative Management Program 
Participation 

Fiscal Year 
Large County 
participation 

Remaining 
County 

participation 

Number of 
Youth or 

Families Served 
FY 2005-06 0 0 Unavailable 
FY 2006-07 6 0 Unavailable 
FY 2007-08 7 3 Unavailable 
FY 2008-09 7 10 10,290 
FY 2009-10 8 16 Unavailable 
FY 2010-11 10 17 19,600 
FY 2011-12 10 20 20,800 
FY 2012-13 10 22 20,500 

 
Staff Concerns 
On November 12, 2014, the Office of the State Auditor released the performance audit report on 
child welfare programs in the Department of Human Services.  One component of this report 
covered the Collaborative Management Program (CMP).  The audit contained the following 
recommendations pertaining to the CMP: 
 Collaborative Management Program (CMP) – The Department should improve its 

oversight of the program. 
 General Fund Savings – The Department should improve its management of general fund 

savings from the CMP by 
o Working with the State Board of Human Services to promulgate a rule to determine 

general fund saving resulting from the CMP; 
o Discontinuing the practice of requiring county-level programs to elect either a savings or 

surplus distribution in their memoranda of understanding; and 
o Seeking further legal guidance on the use of surplus funds for distributing general fund 

savings, and proposing legislative change to establish a mechanism for distributing 
general fund savings. 

 Data management and program accountability – The Department should improve 
accountability for the CMP by: 
o Requesting an opinion from the Office of the Attorney General on whether the 

Department is exercising its full authority as permitted in current statute and ensure that 
practice is consistent with the opinion;  

o Developing improved data collection and reporting protocols for programmatic and 
expenditure data and requiring all county departments that participate in county-level 
programs to comply with them; and 

o Assessing options for implementing a single data system to maintain CMP data. 
 Ensuring program outcomes – Given the shortcomings of the CMP, the auditors were 

unable to draw any conclusions as to whether the CMP is effective in accomplishing its 
statutory purpose. 
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The report also states that the contracted evaluator recommended that the Department consider 
standardizing several key areas of the CMP, including:  Department-specified performance and 
standardized outcome measures to establish what the uniform CMP should achieve and allow 
outcomes to be compared with outcomes for non-CMP counties; a defined target population that 
would benefit from collaborative management efforts and achieve the outcomes intended by 
legislation; and core data elements and clear data collection expectations. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
If the Committee would like to continue funding this program, staff recommends that the 
Committee consider sponsoring legislation that:  
 Defines the infrastructure and specifies components of the uniform system of collaborative 

management to ensure statewide program consistency; 
 Clearly defines the target population of the program; 
 Requires the Department to specify the performance measures that are evaluated and 

incentivized and remove all local performance measures from the state-wide reporting 
process; and include language that states that this expectation will not preclude local 
collaboratives from monitoring additional local measures; 

 Strengthens the language in statute concerning the evaluation of the program to include 
guidance on what should be considered when allocating incentive funds; 

 Establishes an interagency team that reviews and approves each county’s annual MOU; 
 Requires the Department to substantially modify the incentive fund formula to eliminate the 

weighted distribution of incentive funds related to county size and ensure that it is based on 
actual number of children served rather than estimates; and 

 Provides an option for interagency oversight groups to designate one of the following as the 
fiscal agent for the receipt of incentive fund allocations:  county department of human/social 
services, a local school district, or a designated mental health organization. 
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Issue:  Provider Rate Increase 
Provider rate increases apply to community programs and services provided by contracted 
providers or county staff.  The following has been provided as an informational brief to the 
Committee. 
 
DISCUSSION 
The Department has requested $7.2 million total funds, including $4.2 million General Fund in 
FY 2015-16 and beyond for a 1.0 percent increase for contracted providers.  Provider rate 
increases apply to community programs and services provided by contracted providers or county 
staff.  The following has been provided as an informational brief to the Committee. 
 
Background Information 
The Joint Budget Committee has historically made a determination on a common figure setting 
policy to be applied for community provider rate increases.  In some divisions of the Department 
of Human Services, however, increases are applied to line items that are distributed through 
county block grants and provider rates are negotiated independently by each county.  Statute 
varies with regard to how provider rates are handled in these divisions: 
 Child Protection Ombudsman:  No specific statute addresses provider rate increases in this 

office. 
 County Administration:  No specific statute addresses provider rate increases in this division. 
 Division of Child Welfare:   

o Section 26-5-104 (6) (a), C.R.S.:  “a county shall be authorized to negotiate rates, 
services, and outcomes with providers if the county has a request for proposal process in 
effect for soliciting bids from providers or another mechanism for evaluating the rates, 
services, and outcomes that it is negotiating with such providers that is acceptable to the 
state department.” 

o Section 26-5-104 (6) (c), C.R.S.:  “a county that negotiates or renegotiates rates, services, 
and outcomes pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection (6) shall include as part of such 
negotiations or renegotiations  cost of living adjustments and provider rate increases 
approved by the general assembly.” 

 Office of Early Childhood 
o Colorado Child Care Assistance Program 
 Section 26-2-803 (4), C.R.S.:  “after notice to the state department, a county may opt 

out of adhering to the state department provider rates and negotiate its own rates with 
such providers.” 

 Section 26-2-804 (1) (d), C.R.S:  In determining the county’s block grant, the 
department shall consider factors that include “provider rates in the county.” 

o Early Intervention  
 No specific statute addresses provider rate increases in this program. 

 
Counties may consider the following factors in negotiation and renegotiation of rates: 
 Caps on allocations for services, 
 Rising caseloads, 
 Market rates for each provider-type in the county, 
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 Supply/demand, 
 Policies that respond to market conditions, 
 Policies that govern the allocation process, 
 Outcome measures that vary in complexity, breadth, and substance between provider types, 
 The performance of each provider, and 
 Relative ease or difficulty in accessing services in a local community, and 
 Term of contract and contract renewal date. 
 
The following table provides a brief summary of Department practice for each division. 
 

Department of Human Services 
Provider Rate Determination 

Division/Office 
Department Practice 

(provided by Department) 
County Practice 

(provided by County representatives) 
Child Protection Ombudsman The Department contracts the ombudsman 

directly and therefor has the authority to pass 
the increase on to the provider.  The increase 
can occur upon the negotiation of each new 
contract. 

NA 

County Administration The county provider rate increase was applied 
directly to the County Administration line item.  
Data pertaining to the amount that each county 
passes onto local providers is not readily 
available.  Funds are provided to the counties 
through this allocation, and counties are 
requested and anticipated to pass the funds to 
providers.  In order to identify the impact and 
direct service results of this rate increase, a 
comprehensive information request would need 
to be submitted to every county across the state. 

The appropriation recognizes county eligibility staff 
as providers of services to the counties and the 
staff.  Increases in this line are intended to deliver 
funding increases reflective of increasing costs to 
counties for these staff.  County staff compensation 
is controlled each county’s personnel system, and 
therefore no automatic pay increases are triggered 
by new funding for this appropriation.  

Division of Child Welfare All counties that have a rate negotiation 
methodology approved by the Department are 
authorized to negotiate rates with providers 
based on the needs of the child. All other 
counties will use the State Base Anchor Rate in 
Trails, which includes the provider rate 
increase. Forty-seven counties currently have 
approved rate negotiation methodologies. They 
are Adams, Alamosa, Arapahoe, Archuleta, 
Bent, Boulder, Broomfield, Cheyenne, Clear 
Creek, Conejos, Costilla, Crowley, Delta, 
Denver, Douglas, Eagle, Elbert, El Paso, 
Fremont, Garfield, Gilpin, Gunnison, Hinsdale, 
Huerfano, Jefferson, Kit Carson, Lake, La 
Plata, Larimer, Las Animas, Lincoln, Logan, 
Mesa, Mineral, Moffat, Montrose, Morgan, 
Otero, Park, Prowers, Pueblo, Rio Blanco, Rio 
Grande, San Juan, Teller, Weld, and Yuma 
counties. Twenty-three counties with an 
approved rate negotiation methodology 
indicated they would pass along a legislated 
provider rate increase. The remaining twenty-
four counties have documented a legislative 
provider rate increase will be included in the 
negotiation process.  Counties are authorized to 
spend their capped allocation without 

Child Welfare Services:  Provider rate increase 
funding is calculated on the portion of the Child 
Welfare Services appropriation that has been used 
to pay for out-of-home services (residential 
facilities, child placement agencies, family foster 
homes, etc.), to pay for some other services to 
families involved in child welfare and to provide 
increases to funding for county casework staff.  
County departments negotiate rates with providers 
of placement services and the rate negotiation 
methodology is reviewed and approved by the state 
department.  When rate negotiations occur, provider 
rate increases are not automatic, but are considered 
in rate negotiations or renegotiations between the 
county and the provider.  Placement provider rates 
are automatically increased for rates set by the state 
department.  Counties negotiate rates for other 
service providers, and in this case, rate increases are 
considered upon renewal of any agreement. 
Core Services:  Provider rate increase funding is 
calculated on the portion of funding that is 
associated with purchase of services from 
community providers, as well as county staff 
delivering or managing services to families.  
Generally, counties pay the prevailing rates for 
services on behalf of clients, although it is also a 
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categorical restriction on the provision of Child 
Welfare Services. Child Welfare Services 
funds, such as provider rate increases, are 
distributed to counties via their Child Welfare 
Services Allocation.  The number of children 
served in Child Welfare is not dependent on the 
budget; it is dependent on the number of 
children in need of Child Welfare Services. 

practice in the counties to negotiate service 
configurations and the associated rates.  Because 
this is an ongoing marketplace, counties absorb rate 
increases over time, which are later funded through 
a provider rate increase from the legislature. 

Office of Early Childhood, 
CCCAP 

Rates are negotiated independently by each 
county.  Counties may or may not elect to 
increase the rate in response to an increase in 
the allocation.  The Department cannot 
specifically identify if a provider rate was 
increased in response to budgetary action or 
some other factor.   

Provider rates are set by counties according to 
statutory provisions and in accordance with other 
regulatory guidance.  This allows counties to 
address local market conditions, as well as assist in 
managing the program within available resources.  
Provider rate increase funding allows counties to 
align their rates with the local market over time, but 
the event of new funding for provider rates does not 
increase county-set rates.  If the state department 
sets child care rates, those are automatically 
increased when funding for provider rate increases 
are appropriated. 

Office of Early Childhood, 
Early Intervention Services 
and Early Intervention 
Services Case Management 

Early Intervention (EI) passed the rate increase 
in total through an increase in the allocation to 
Community Centered Boards (CCBs) and 
advised the EI programs to pass the rate 
increase on to their providers.  The Department 
does not have a report on whether those 
increases occurred or the extent thereof.   

NA 
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Appendix A: Number Pages

FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
Reggie Bicha, Executive Director

(4) COUNTY ADMINISTRATION
This section contains appropriations for 64 county departments of social services to administer the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (food stamps); and
provides funding to assist counties with the highest costs and lowest property tax values in meeting the obligation of the local match required by the state for certain
public assistance programs.  County administration for Medicaid programs is appropriated to the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing.

County Administration 50,346,064 51,816,687 57,441,793 55,996,211 *
General Fund 20,053,339 19,606,080 19,938,121 19,531,502
Cash Funds 9,193,456 9,137,101 10,662,504 10,365,129
Federal Funds 21,099,269 23,073,506 26,841,168 26,099,580

Food Assistance Administration 4,715,280 0 0 0
General Fund 1,414,584 0 0 0
Cash Funds 943,056 0 0 0
Federal Funds 2,357,640 0 0 0

County Tax Base Relief 1,762,511 2,697,803 3,879,756 3,879,756
General Fund 1,762,511 2,697,803 3,879,756 3,879,756

County Share of Offsetting Revenues 2,963,460 3,105,773 2,986,000 2,986,000
Cash Funds 2,963,460 3,105,773 2,986,000 2,986,000

County Incentive Payments 4,324,486 4,232,323 4,113,000 4,113,000
Cash Funds 4,324,486 4,232,323 4,113,000 4,113,000

*This line item contains a decision item.
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

TOTAL - (4) County Administration 64,111,801 61,852,586 68,420,549 66,974,967 (2.1%)
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%

General Fund 23,230,434 22,303,883 23,817,877 23,411,258 (1.7%)
Cash Funds 17,424,458 16,475,197 17,761,504 17,464,129 (1.7%)
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Federal Funds 23,456,909 23,073,506 26,841,168 26,099,580 (2.8%)
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

(5) DIVISION OF CHILD WELFARE
This division provides funding and state staff associated with the state supervision and county administration of programs that protect children from harm and assist
families in caring for and protecting their children.  Funding also supports training for county and state staff, direct care service providers (e.g. foster parents), and
court personnel.  Cash funds sources include county tax revenues, grants and donations, federal Title IV-E funds, and amounts from the Collaborative Management
Incentives Cash Fund (primarily from civil docket fees).  Reappropriated funds are Medicaid funds transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and
Financing.

Administration 1,677,810 5,993,212 5,727,130 6,239,923 *
FTE 36.4 53.0 61.8 64.5

General Fund 865,048 5,010,578 4,693,356 5,118,527
Reappropriated Funds 119,414 119,426 137,306 140,806
Federal Funds 693,348 863,208 896,468 980,590

Training 5,492,238 5,239,910 6,551,963 6,565,978 *
FTE 4.7 5.4 6.0 6.9

General Fund 2,379,989 2,112,918 3,253,049 3,345,854
Cash Funds 37,230 37,230 137,230 37,230
Federal Funds 3,075,019 3,089,762 3,161,684 3,182,894

Foster and Adoptive Parent Recruitment, Training, and
Support 296,698 259,358 336,932 339,253

FTE 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0
General Fund 229,531 189,341 269,491 271,812
Federal Funds 67,167 70,017 67,441 67,441

*This line item contains a decision item.
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

Child Welfare Services 326,528,095 341,746,753 347,861,307 359,216,595 *
General Fund 167,853,109 177,777,462 177,361,069 185,421,830
Cash Funds 60,730,814 62,068,186 66,864,034 69,084,359
Reappropriated Funds 8,427,164 14,579,137 14,943,615 15,093,051
Federal Funds 89,517,008 87,321,968 88,692,589 89,617,355

Excess Federal Title IV-E Distributions for Related
County Administrative Functions 17 0 0 0

Cash Funds 17 0 0 0

Title IV-E Waiver and Evaluation Development 129,860 374,999 500,018 500,018
General Fund 64,930 124,990 250,009 250,009
Federal Funds 64,930 250,009 250,009 250,009

Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration 0 0 6,000,000 6,000,000
Cash Funds 0 0 6,000,000 6,000,000

Family and Children's Programs 46,067,087 49,548,998 53,100,326 53,631,330 *
General Fund 34,923,362 41,185,564 44,477,865 44,922,644
Cash Funds 5,113,437 5,292,541 5,551,568 5,607,084
Federal Funds 6,030,288 3,070,893 3,070,893 3,101,602

Performance-based Collaborative Management
Incentives 3,038,786 3,043,291 3,000,000 5,115,007 1.8 *

General Fund 0 0 0 2,115,007
Cash Funds 3,038,786 3,043,291 3,000,000 3,000,000

*This line item contains a decision item.
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

Independent Living Programs 3,388,389 2,339,243 2,826,582 2,837,040
FTE 3.7 3.7 4.0 4.0

Federal Funds 3,388,389 2,339,243 2,826,582 2,837,040

Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program 4,691,474 0 0 0
FTE 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

General Fund 46,288 0 0 0
Cash Funds 1,064,160 0 0 0
Federal Funds 3,581,026 0 0 0

Federal Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act Grant 365,572 330,871 442,658 444,819
FTE 3.2 2.5 3.0 3.0

Federal Funds 365,572 330,871 442,658 444,819

Community-based Child Abuse Prevention Services 692,935 3,320,525 7,403,969 7,403,969
FTE 0.0 0.9 3.0 3.0

General Fund 692,935 3,320,525 7,403,969 7,403,969

Hotline for Child Abuse and Neglect 0 906,900 4,591,700 4,595,643
FTE 0.0 0.0 5.6 6.0

General Fund 0 902,660 4,536,703 4,540,646
Federal Funds 0 4,240 54,997 54,997

Workforce Tools - Mobile Computing Technology 0 76,532 723,000 0
General Fund 0 0 600,090 0
Federal Funds 0 76,532 122,910 0
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

Public Awareness Campaign for Child Welfare 0 0 1,804,050 1,599,250
FTE 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0

General Fund 0 0 1,804,050 1,599,250

Workload Study 0 440,269 0 0
General Fund 0 360,615 0 0
Federal Funds 0 79,654 0 0

Interagency Prevention Programs Coordination 0 112,679 133,284 133,284
FTE 0.0 1.3 1.0 1.0

General Fund 0 112,679 133,284 133,284

Tony Grampsas Youth Services Program 0 5,032,029 7,060,499 7,063,928
FTE 0.0 2.6 3.0 3.0

General Fund 0 1,453,849 1,453,849 1,457,278
Cash Funds 0 3,578,180 5,606,650 5,606,650

Prevention and Early-Intervention for at Risk Youth 0 0 0 1,651,107 *
General Fund 0 0 0 1,651,107

TOTAL - (5) Division of Child Welfare 392,368,961 418,765,569 448,063,418 463,337,144 3.4%
FTE 51.2 70.5 89.4 95.2 6.5%

General Fund 207,055,192 232,551,181 246,236,784 258,231,217 4.9%
Cash Funds 69,984,444 74,019,428 87,159,482 89,335,323 2.5%
Reappropriated Funds 8,546,578 14,698,563 15,080,921 15,233,857 1.0%
Federal Funds 106,782,747 97,496,397 99,586,231 100,536,747 1.0%

*This line item contains a decision item.
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

(6) OFFICE OF EARLY CHILDHOOD
This section provides funding and state staff associated with the state supervision and the county administration of the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program
(CCCAP); for the administration of various child care grant programs; and for licensing and monitoring of child care facilities.  In addition, this section provides
funding to organizations that provide early childhood mental health services and early intervention services and case management.  Cash funds appropriations reflect
expenditures by counties, fees and fines associated with the licensing of child care facilities, and funds from the Early Intervention Services Trust Fund.  Federal
funds reflect moneys from Child Care Development Funds, which the General Assembly has authority to appropriate pursuant to federal law; and frunds received
from Part C of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act. Reappropriated funds are Medicaid funds transferred from the Department
of Health Care Policy and Financing.

(A) Division of Early Care and Learning

Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program 0 4,265,057 4,467,622 4,475,142
FTE 0.0 2.4 2.0 2.0

General Fund 0 50,265 53,001 54,882
Cash Funds 0 1,064,160 1,064,160 1,064,160
Federal Funds 0 3,150,632 3,350,461 3,356,100

Child Care Licensing and Administration 0 5,045,207 6,775,055 7,204,146 *
FTE 0.0 47.2 52.0 52.0

General Fund 0 1,012,529 2,381,549 2,450,786
Cash Funds 0 688,772 838,250 849,004
Federal Funds 0 3,343,906 3,555,256 3,904,356

Fine Assessed Against Licenses 0 51,662 20,000 20,000
Cash Funds 0 51,662 20,000 20,000

*This line item contains a decision item.
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

Child Care Assistance Program 0 71,148,153 88,082,634 1.0 88,321,361 1.0 *
General Fund 0 13,604,221 23,498,784 23,103,672
Cash Funds 0 9,366,274 9,599,282 9,695,275
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 1,200,000 1,200,000
Federal Funds 0 48,177,658 53,784,568 54,322,414

Colorado Child Care Assistance Program Market Rate
Study 0 0 255,000 55,000

General Fund 0 0 255,000 55,000

Child Care Grants for Quality and Availability and
Federal Targeted Funds Requirements 0 6,298,195 8,670,827 8,670,827

FTE 0.0 0.9 1.0 1.0
General Fund 0 2,865,388 4,757,755 4,757,755
Cash Funds 0 0 439,439 439,439
Federal Funds 0 3,432,807 3,473,633 3,473,633

School-readiness Quality Improvement Program 0 2,221,295 2,228,586 2,228,586
FTE 0.0 0.6 1.0 1.0

Federal Funds 0 2,221,295 2,228,586 2,228,586

Early Literacy Book Distribution Partnership 0 0 100,000 100,000
General Fund 0 0 100,000 100,000

Micro Loans to Increase Access to Child Care 0 0 0 338,200 *
General Fund 0 0 0 338,200

Micro Grants to Increase Access to Child Care 0 0 0 250,000 *
General Fund 0 0 0 250,000

*This line item contains a decision item.
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

SUBTOTAL - (A) Division of Early Care and
Learning 0 89,029,569 110,599,724 111,663,262 1.0%

FTE 0.0 51.1 57.0 57.0 0.0%
General Fund 0 17,532,403 31,046,089 31,110,295 0.2%
Cash Funds 0 11,170,868 11,961,131 12,067,878 0.9%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 1,200,000 1,200,000 0.0%
Federal Funds 0 60,326,298 66,392,504 67,285,089 1.3%

(B) Division of Community and Family Support

Early Childhood Councils 0 1,978,230 1,981,756 1,984,169
FTE 0.0 0.3 1.0 1.0

Federal Funds 0 1,978,230 1,981,756 1,984,169

Early Childhood Mental Health Services 0 2,319,548 1,220,906 1,232,871 *
FTE 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2

General Fund 0 2,319,548 1,220,906 1,232,871

Early Intervention Services 0 36,231,129 36,495,892 38,724,439 *
FTE 0.0 8.7 6.5 6.5

General Fund 0 17,177,704 17,558,592 18,631,048
Cash Funds 0 9,108,617 10,895,900 11,611,906
Federal Funds 0 9,944,808 8,041,400 8,481,485

Early Intervention Services Case Management 0 2,731,511 8,113,972 8,639,241 *
General Fund 0 2,731,511 2,845,073 3,028,449
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 5,268,899 5,610,792

*This line item contains a decision item.
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

Colorado Children's Trust Fund 0 448,270 1,114,514 1,118,048
FTE 0.0 2.3 1.5 1.5

Cash Funds 0 279,753 470,914 474,448
Federal Funds 0 168,517 643,600 643,600

Nurse Home Visitor Program 0 15,817,104 14,549,622 14,552,556
FTE 0.0 2.0 3.0 3.0

Cash Funds 0 13,765,529 14,345,022 14,347,956
Federal Funds 0 2,051,575 204,600 204,600

SUBTOTAL - (B) Division of Community and Family
Support 0 59,525,792 63,476,662 66,251,324 4.4%

FTE 0.0 13.6 12.2 12.2 0.0%
General Fund 0 22,228,763 21,624,571 22,892,368 5.9%
Cash Funds 0 23,153,899 25,711,836 26,434,310 2.8%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 5,268,899 5,610,792 6.5%
Federal Funds 0 14,143,130 10,871,356 11,313,854 4.1%

TOTAL - (6) Office of Early Childhood 0 148,555,361 174,076,386 177,914,586 2.2%
FTE 0.0 64.7 69.2 69.2 0.0%

General Fund 0 39,761,166 52,670,660 54,002,663 2.5%
Cash Funds 0 34,324,767 37,672,967 38,502,188 2.2%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 6,468,899 6,810,792 5.3%
Federal Funds 0 74,469,428 77,263,860 78,598,943 1.7%
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

(6) DIVISION OF CHILD CARE
This section provides funding and state staff associated with the state supervision and the county administration of the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program
(CCCAP), through which counties provide child care subsidies to low income families and families transitioning from the Colorado Works Program.  In addition,
this section provides funding and state staff for the administration of various child care grant programs, and for licensing and monitoring child care facilities.  Cash
funds appropriations reflect expenditures by counties and fees and fines associated with the licensing of child care facilities.  Federal funds primarily reflect Child
Care Development Funds, which the General Assembly has authority to appropriate pursuant to federal law.

Child Care Licensing and Administration 6,413,070 0 0 0
FTE 59.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

General Fund 2,240,687 0 0 0
Cash Funds 639,539 0 0 0
Federal Funds 3,532,844 0 0 0

Fines Assessed Against Licensees 51 0 0 0
Cash Funds 51 0 0 0

Child Care Assistance Program 68,342,157 0 0 0
General Fund 13,604,221 0 0 0
Cash Funds 9,182,622 0 0 0
Federal Funds 45,555,314 0 0 0

Grants to Improve the Quality and Availability of Child
Care and to Comply with Federal Targeted Funds
Requirements 3,473,633 0 0 0

Federal Funds 3,473,633 0 0 0
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FY 2012-13
Actual

FY 2013-14
Actual

FY 2014-15
Appropriation

FY 2015-16
Request

Request vs.
Appropriation

Early Childhood Councils 1,978,317 0 0 0
FTE 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Federal Funds 1,978,317 0 0 0

School-readiness Quality Improvement Program 2,228,586 0 0 0
FTE 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

Federal Funds 2,228,586 0 0 0

TOTAL - (6) Division of Child Care 82,435,814 0 0 0 0.0%
FTE 62.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%

General Fund 15,844,908 0 0 0 0.0%
Cash Funds 9,822,212 0 0 0 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Federal Funds 56,768,694 0 0 0 0.0%

TOTAL - Department of Human Services 538,916,576 629,173,516 690,560,353 708,226,697 2.6%
FTE 113.3 135.2 158.6 164.4 3.7%

General Fund 246,130,534 294,616,230 322,725,321 335,645,138 4.0%
Cash Funds 97,231,114 124,819,392 142,593,953 145,301,640 1.9%
Reappropriated Funds 8,546,578 14,698,563 21,549,820 22,044,649 2.3%
Federal Funds 187,008,350 195,039,331 203,691,259 205,235,270 0.8%
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Appendix B:  Recent Legislation Affecting Department 
Budget 
 
(County Administration, Division of Child Welfare, Office of Early Childhood) 
 
2013 Session Bills 
 
S.B. 13-047 (Youth in Foster Care and Identity Theft Protection):  Clarifies and expands the 
role of counties and the Department in obtaining and remediating inaccuracies in credit reports 
for youths in foster care.  Appropriates $26,200 total funds, of which $19,650 is General Fund to 
the Department. 
 
 Creates a new class of protections for at-risk elders and requires mandatory reporters listed in 
statute to report known or suspected abuse within 24 hours.  Classifies the failure to make a 
report as a class 3 misdemeanor and requires law enforcement agencies to complete a criminal 
investigation when appropriate.  Requires the Peace Officer Standards Training (P.O.S.T.) Board 
in the Department of Law to develop and implement a training curriculum to assist peace officers 
in recognizing and responding to incidents.  Appropriates $3,286,208 General Fund and 1.0 FTE 
to DHS in FY 2013-14 for the following:  
 $2.2 million for the reduction of county adult protective services caseworker caseloads; 
 $800,000 for the county provision of adult protective services to at-risk adults; 
 $86,208 and 1.0 FTE for adult protective services training and quality assurance activities; 

and  
 $85,000 for the provision of training to county adult protective services workers and other 

persons who are required to report the abuse or exploitation of an at-risk elder. 
 
S.B. 13-227 (Protect Rape Victim From Contact With Father):  Establishes a process for 
victims who conceive a child as a result of a sexual assault to file a petition with the court to 
prevent future contact with the parent who committed the sexual assault and terminate the legal 
parent-child relationship of the parent who committed the sexual assault.  Creates a task force on 
children conceived by rape to study various issues and to make recommendations for protecting 
rape victims.  Appropriates $9,000 General Fund to the Department in FY 2013-14 for temporary 
staff to assist the task force. 
 
S.B. 13-230 (Long Bill):  General appropriations act for FY 2013-14. 
 
S.B. 13-255 (Statutory Changes to Child Fatality Review Teams):  Extends the look-back 
period for the Department of Human Services child fatality review teams determining previous 
involvement with the child welfare system from 2 to 3 years and defines "previous involvement" 
to include the provision of child welfare services as defined in state law.  Expands the time 
period from 30 days to 55 days for DHS to complete case reviews and submit a confidential, 
case-specific draft report to counties involved.  Requires the DHS review team to include system 
recommendations in its annual report to the General Assembly and the public.  Appropriates 
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$63,755 and 1.0 FTE to the Department of Human Services for costs associated with the review 
of additional child fatality cases under the expanded look-back period.  
 
S.B. 13-260 (Financing of Public Schools):  Changes the "Public School Finance Act of 1994" 
by modifying the funding for K-12 public schools.  Appropriates $43,898 General Fund and 0.7 
FTE to the Department of Human Services for FY 2013-14 to license and inspect new preschool 
facilities.  For additional information on S.B. 13-260, see the "Recent Legislation" section at the 
end of the Department of Education.  
 
H.B. 13-1117 (Alignment of Child Development Programs):  Transfers and consolidates 
various child development programs into the Department of Human Services, with no impact on 
the current level of state spending ($19.9 million) for these programs.  Increases spending of 
federal funds, at the discretion of the Governor, by continuing the Early Childhood Leadership 
Council.  Rearranges several budget line items within the 2013 Long Bill to reflect the 
organizational structure in DHS following the transfer.  The programs transferred include the 
Early Childhood Leadership Council in the Governor's Office and the following programs from 
the Department of Public Health and Environment: 
 The Nurse Home Visitor Program; 
 The Tony Grampsas Youth Services Program; 
 The Colorado Student Dropout Prevention and Intervention Program; 
 The Colorado Before-and-After School Project; 
 The Colorado Children's Trust Fund and its board; and 
 The Family Resource Center Program. 
 
H.B. 13-1180 (Allocation of Tobacco Litigation Settlement Moneys):  Restores the 
distribution of tobacco master settlement agreement moneys to the Nurse Home Visitor Program, 
less amounts that are redirected to the Defense Account of the Tobacco Litigation Settlement 
Cash Fund.  Appropriates $803,330 Nursing Home Visitor Program Fund moneys to DHS in FY 
2013-14. 
 
H.B. 13-1239 (Creation of a Statewide Youth Development Program):  Requires the board of 
the Tony Grampsas Youth Services Program to convene a group of interested parties to create a 
statewide youth development plan that identifies key issues and aligns strategic efforts to achieve 
positive outcome for all youths.  Transfers the resources required for the youth development plan 
to DHS for FY 2013-14, resulting in an increase of $133,284 General Fund and 1.0 FTE in the 
Department of Human Services and a decrease of $133,284 General Fund and 2.0 FTE in the 
Department of Public Health and Environment. 
 
H.B. 13-1271 (Child Abuse Reporting Hotline and Child Welfare Rules):  Requires the 
Department of Human Services to establish a steering committee to develop an implementation 
plan for a statewide child abuse reporting hotline and specifies that the committee submit its 
recommendations to the executive director of the Department of Human Services and the State 
Board of Human Services by July 1, 2014.  Requires the hotline to be operational and publicized 
statewide no later than January 1, 2015.  Appropriates $200,000 General Fund to the Department 
of Human Services in FY 2012-13, with roll-forward authority to FY 2013-14, and $529,800 to 
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DHS in FY 2013-14, of which the entire amount is reappropriated to the Governor's Office of 
Information Technology. 
 
H.B. 13-1291 (Colorado Early Head Start Grant Program):  Creates the Colorado Infant and 
Toddler Quality and Availability Grant Program in the Department of Human Services.  
Appropriates $3.0 million General Fund and 1.0 FTE to allow early childhood programs to 
implement a tiered reimbursement pay structure providing an increased rate of reimbursement 
for early childhood programs that receive moneys through the Colorado Child Care Assistance 
Program (CCCAP).  
 
2014 Session Bills 
 
S.B. 14-003 (Colorado Child Care Assistance Program):  Creates a grant program in the 
Department to provide funding to counties participating in the existing Cliff Effect Pilot Program 
under the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP).  Counties may use grant funding 
to pay for costs of serving families and administrative expenses under the pilot program.  
Clarifies that receipt of grant funding under the pilot program does not affect a county's CCCAP 
block grant.  Creates the Colorado Child Care Assistance Cliff Effect Pilot Program Fund, and 
requires DHS to develop an application process for awarding grants and report on pilot program 
outcomes to the General Assembly by October 1, 2019.  Appropriates $2,469,453 total funds, of 
which $1,269,453 is General Fund and $1,200,000 is reappropriated funds and 1.0 FTE to the 
Department for FY 2014-15. 
 
S.B. 14-215 (Disposition of Legal Marijuana Related Revenue):  Creates the Marijuana Tax 
Cash Fund (MTCF) and directs that all sales tax moneys collected by the state starting in FY 
2014-15 from retail and medical marijuana be deposited in the MTCF instead of the Marijuana 
Cash Fund.  Specifies permissible uses of moneys in the MTCF, including the following 
purposes relevant to the Department of Human Services (DHS): 
 To provide inpatient treatment for adults who suffer from co-occurring disorders at the 

Colorado Mental Health Institute at Pueblo (i.e., the "Circle Program"); 
 For community-based programs to provide marijuana prevention and intervention services to 

youth; 
 For local judicial-district based programs to provide marijuana prevention and intervention 

services to pre-adjudicated and adjudicated youth; 
 To expand the provision of jail-based behavioral health services in underserved counties and 

to enhance the provision of jail-based behavioral health services to offenders transitioning 
from jail to the community to ensure continuity of care; 

 For the provision of substance use disorder treatment services for adolescents and pregnant 
women; and 

 To provide child welfare training specific to issues arising from marijuana use and abuse. 
 

Under current law, the State Treasurer is required to annually transfer the first $2.0 million of 
sales tax revenues attributable to medical marijuana to the General Fund.  These transfers are 
intended to offset General Fund expenditures for two programs: (1) The DHS' Circle Program; 
and (2) Screening, brief intervention, and referral for treatment for substance abuse ("SBIRT"), 
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an optional service covered under the State's Medicaid program and funded through the 
Department of Health Care Policy and Financing.  This act continues these transfers for FY 
2013-14 and FY 2014-15, and eliminates these transfers starting in FY 2015-16.  Instead, the bill 
authorizes the General Assembly to appropriate moneys from the MTCF to support the Circle 
Program. 
 
Appropriates a total of $7,600,000 from the MTCF to DHS for FY 2014-15, including: 
 $2.0 million for the Tony Grampsas Youth Services Program for programs specifically 

related to the prevention and intervention of adolescent and youth marijuana use; 
 $2.0 million for the expansion and enhancement of jail-based behavioral health services; 
 $2.0 million for SB 91-94 programs related to the provision of marijuana prevention and 

intervention services to pre-adjudicated and adjudicated youth; 
 $1.5 million for the provision of substance use disorder treatment services for adolescents 

and pregnant women; and 
 $100,000 for child welfare training specific to issues arising from marijuana use and abuse. 

 
For more information see the "Recent Legislation" section at the end of the Department of 
Revenue section of this report. 
 
H.B. 14-1238 (Supplemental Bill):  Supplemental appropriation to the Department of Human 
Services to modify appropriations for FY 2012-13 and FY 2013-14. 
 
H.B. 14-1298 (Financing of Public Schools):  Changes the "Public School Finance Act of 
1994" by modifying the funding for K-12 public schools.  Appropriates $68,084 General Fund 
and 1.1 FTE to the Department of Human Services for FY 2014-15 to license and inspect new 
preschool facilities.  For additional information on H.B. 14-1298, see the "Recent Legislation" 
section at the end of the Department of Education. 
 
H.B. 14-1317 (Colorado Child Care Assistance Program Changes):  Makes changes to the 
Colorado Child Care Assistance Program including: 
 Requires the Department to set provider rates for each county every two years.  Allows 

counties to opt out of the state-established rates and negotiate their own rates with child care 
providers. Counties setting their own rates must solicit feedback from various stakeholders, 
including early childhood councils, child care resource and referral agencies, and child care 
providers.  By July 1, 2016, both state- and county-established rates must include a system of 
tiered reimbursement that provides higher reimbursement to facilities with higher quality 
ratings.  Subject to available appropriations, DHS must contract for a study to compare 
private payment tuition rates for child care and CCCAP rates and determine if the CCCAP 
rates provide equal access as required under federal law. 

 Limits the co-payment amount for CCCAP families with incomes below 100 percent of the 
federal poverty level (FPL) to no more than one percent of the family's gross monthly 
income.  Requires the Department to promulgate rules outlining the formula for determining 
parental co-payments.  The co-payment formula must gradually increase the parent share as 
family income approaches self-sufficiency income levels.  Beginning on July 1, 2016, the 
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formula must include a tiered reduced copayment structure for children attending high 
quality care. 

 Requires counties to reimburse providers for absences and holidays based on the quality 
rating of providers in the state's five-tier rating system. 

 Requires counties to provide child care assistance to families with incomes up to 165 percent 
of the FPL.  At their discretion, counties may serve any family so long as its income does not 
exceed the federal income limit of 85 percent of state median income. 

 Expands the activities in which a parent may be participating in order to be eligible for 
CCCAP.  A parent who is not employed but who is enrolled in a post-secondary education 
program or workforce training program is eligible for CCCAP for a period of up to two 
years.  The bill also expands the period in which an unemployed parent is eligible while 
actively engaged in job search activities. 

 Requires counties to directly enroll a family transitioning from the workforce program in 
CCCAP without requiring a separate application.  If the county has a waiting list for CCCAP, 
they may choose to place the family on the waiting list or provide the CCCAP subsidy 
immediately.  Families cannot be directly enrolled in CCCAP if they are leaving Colorado 
Works due to a program violation or no longer meet CCCAP eligibility criteria. 

 Requires the Department to establish rules for the exit income eligibility level at which the 
county may deny benefits for that family.  For counties that set their initial CCCAP income 
eligibility level at less than 185 percent of the FPL, the rules must require the county to set 
exit income eligibility level at a higher level than the initial eligibility level. 

 Requires that child care be authorized based on maintaining continuity of care for children 
with the least disruption to the child and that the care schedule not be linked directly with a 
parent's employment, education, or workforce training schedule. 

 Requires counties to maintain a current and accurate waiting list of parents who have 
inquired about receiving a CCCAP subsidy and are likely eligible for assistance based on 
self-reported income and eligibility criteria. 

 Requires counties to request evidence on 30 days of income, but may, on a case-by-case 
basis, request up to 12 months if the 30 days of evidence does not accurately reflect family 
income. 

 Appropriates $9,922,744 total funds, of which $8,578,187 is General Fund, $7,032 is cash 
funds, $44,529 is reappropriated funds, and $1,292,996 is federal funds to the Department for 
FY 2014-15. 

 
H.B. 14-1336 (Long Bill):  General appropriations act for FY 2014-15.  Includes provisions 
modifying appropriations to the Department of Human Services for FY 2013-14. 
 
H.B. 14-1368 (Transition Youth Developmental Disabilities to Adult Services):  Establishes 
a plan and appropriates funds to transfer youth into adult services for persons with IDD under 
Medicaid Home- and Community-Based Services (HCBS) in the Department of Health Care 
Policy and Financing (HCPF). The bill sets forth criteria for transition planning and instructs the 
State Board of Human Services and the Medical Services Board to promulgate any rules 
necessary to guide the transition.  Creates the Child Welfare Transition Cash Fund (Fund).  
Adjusts the FY 2014-15 appropriation to the Department by reducing $2,829,586 General Fund 
and increasing cash funds appropriation by $2,829,586 from the Fund for FY 2014-15. 
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Appendix C:  
Update on Long Bill Footnotes & Requests for Information 
 
Long Bill Footnotes 
 
27 Department of Human Services, County Administration, County Administration – 

It is the intent of the General Assembly that $2,000,000 of the funds appropriated for this 
line item be a one-time appropriation for food assistance administration.  Of this total, 
$600,000 shall be from General Funds, $400,000 shall be from local funds, and 
$1,000,000 shall be from various federal funds. 

 
28 Department of Human Services, County Administration, County Administration; 

and Adult Assistance Programs, Adult Protective Services, Adult Protective 
Services – It is the intent of the General Assembly that any amount in the Adult 
Protective Services line item that is not required for the provision of adult protective 
services may be transferred to the County Administration line item and used to provide 
additional benefits under that program. It is further the intent of the General Assembly 
that if county spending exceeds the total appropriations from the Adult Protective 
Services line item, any amount in the County Administration line item that is not required 
for the provision of services under that program may be transferred to the Adult 
Protective Services line item and used to provide adult protective services. 

 
29 Department of Human Services, County Administration, County Share of Offsetting 

Revenues – It is the intent of the General Assembly that, pursuant to Section 26-13-108, 
C.R.S., the Department utilize recoveries to offset the costs of providing public 
assistance. This appropriation represents an estimate of the county share of such 
recoveries and, if the amount of the county share of such recoveries is greater than the 
amount reflected in this appropriation, the Department is authorized to disburse an 
amount in excess of this appropriation to reflect the actual county share of such 
recoveries. 

 
 Comment:  For FY 2013-14, the county 20-percent share of offsetting revenue was 

$3,105,773.  Note that counties have considerable authority to “forgive” amounts that 
would otherwise be recovered for the county, state, and federal governments as they work 
to improve timely payment of child support by non-custodial parents. 

 
30 Department of Human Services, County Administration, County Incentive 

Payments; Office of Self Sufficiency, Colorado Works Program, County Block 
Grants; Child Support Enforcement, Child Support Enforcement – It is the intent of 
the General Assembly that, pursuant to Sections 26-13-108 and 26-13-112.5 (2), C.R.S., 
the department distribute child support incentive payments to counties.  It is further the 
intent of the General Assembly that all of the State share of recoveries of amounts of 
support for public assistance recipients, less annual appropriations from this fund source 
for state child support enforcement operations, be distributed to counties, as described in 
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Section 26-13-108, C.R.S.  If the total amount of the State share of recoveries is greater 
than the total annual appropriations from this fund source, the department is authorized to 
distribute to counties, for county incentive payments, the actual State share of any 
additional recoveries. 

 
31 Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare – It is the intent of the 

General Assembly to encourage counties to serve children in the most appropriate and 
least restrictive manner.  For this purpose, the Department may transfer funds among all 
line items in this Long Bill group total for the Division of Child Welfare, except that the 
Department may not transfer funds from non-custodial line items to the Child Welfare 
Administration line item to increase funding for personal services. 

 
 Comment:  The Department has annually transferred moneys when necessary. 
 
32 Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Child Welfare Services – 

It is the intent of the General Assembly that the department may hold out up to 
$1,000,000 total funds in this line item for activities designed to maximize Colorado's 
receipt of federal funds under Title IV-E of the Social Security Act.  Expenditures may 
include, but need not be limited to, distributions to counties for Title-IV-E-related 
administrative costs, incentive payments to counties for improved Title IV-E claiming, 
automated system changes, and/or purchase of contract services designed to help the 
State in maximizing Title IV-E receipts.  Funds held out pursuant to this footnote shall be 
in addition to other amounts authorized to be held out from county child welfare services 
allocations. 

 
 Comment:  The flexibility provided by this footnote provides an opportunity for the 

Department to maximize federal Title IV-E revenue and implement the Title IV-E 
waiver. 

 
33 Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Child Welfare Services – 

It is the intent of the General Assembly to expend in full the General Fund appropriation 
in this line first; and it is also the intent that the $6,000,000 federal Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families Block Grant dollars be spent last, thus allowing any unexpended 
federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant dollars to revert to the 
Colorado Long-term Works Reserve created in Section 26-2-721 (1), C.R.S. 

 
34 Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Family and Children's 

Programs – It is the intent of the General Assembly that $4,006,949 of the funds 
appropriated for this line item be used to assist county departments of social services in 
implementing and expanding family- and community-based services for adolescents. It is 
the intent of the General Assembly that such services be based on a program or programs 
that have been demonstrated to be effective in reducing the need for higher cost 
residential services. 

 
 Comment:  This targeted funding was added by the General Assembly between FY 

2003-04 and FY 2005-06 with the intent of ensuring that new child welfare funding be 
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used as effectively as possible.  The Governor has vetoed this footnote in the past (FY 
2010-11) on the grounds that it violates separation of powers but also directed the 
Department to comply with the intent.  

 
34a Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Hotline for Child Abuse 

and Neglect – Of this appropriation, $4,198,864 remains available for expenditures 
through June 30, 2016.  It is the intent of the General Assembly that $4,198,864 of this 
appropriation be used for the purpose of hotline technology, the help desk, and the hotline 
implementation fund. 

 
Requests for Information 
 
Requests Applicable to the Department of Human Services 

 
9. Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Hotline for Child Abuse 

and Neglect – The Department is requested to provide to the Joint Budget Committee, by 
the first of the month following the end of each quarter, information concerning the 
progress of the development and implementation of the child abuse and neglect hotline 
reporting system, including:  (a) deliverables contained in each vendor contract; (b) 
associated expenditures for each element; (c) progress of rule-making; and relevant 
outcome data, including but not limited to:  (i) call volume; (ii) call duration; (iii) wait 
time; (iv) number of and time to complete Enhanced Screening guide performed by Help 
Desk staff; (v) and workload indicators of hotline administration.  

 
 Comment:  In compliance with this request, the Department provided an update on 

deliverables in vendor contracts, associated expenditures for each component of the 
hotline for which funding was appropriated, and progress of rule-making.  Specific 
outcome data is not yet available and is pending the full implementation of the system. 

 
10. Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare; and Totals – The 

Department is requested to provide a report to the Joint Budget Committee by October 1 
of each fiscal year concerning the amount of federal revenues earned by the State for the 
previous fiscal year, pursuant to Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, as amended; the 
amount of money that was expended for the previous state fiscal year, including 
information concerning the purposes of the expenditures; and the amount of money that 
was credited to the Excess Federal Title IV-E Reimbursements Cash Fund created in 
Section 26-1-111 (2) (d) (II) (C), C.R.S.  

 
Comment:  In compliance with this request, the Department has provided the following 
information: 
 The total amount of federal revenues earned by the state in FY 2013-14 is 

$78,710,809.76; 
 The amount credited to the Excess Federal Title IV-E Reimbursements Cash Fund is 

$412; 
 The breakdown and purpose of expenditures is provided in the table on page 115. 
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11. Department of Human Services, Totals – The Department is requested to submit 
annually, on or before November 1, a report to the Joint Budget Committee concerning 
federal Child Care Development Funds.  The requested report should include the 
following information related to these funds for the actual, estimate, and request years:  
(a) the total amount of federal funds available, and anticipated to be available, to 
Colorado, including funds rolled forward from previous state fiscal years; (b) the amount 
of federal funds expended, estimated, or requested to be expended for these years by 
Long Bill line item; (c) the amount of funds expended, estimated, or requested to be 
expended for these years, by Long Bill line item where applicable, to be reported to the 
federal government as either maintenance of effort or matching funds associated with the 
expenditure of federal funds; and (d) the amount of funds expended, estimated, or 
requested to be expended for these years that are to be used to meet the four percent 
federal requirement related to quality activities and the federal requirement related to 
targeted funds. An update to the information on the amount of federal funds anticipated 
to be available and requested to be expended by Long Bill line item should be provided to 
the Joint Budget Committee annually on or before January 15. 

 
Comment:  The Department is in compliance with this request.  The information is 
provided in the tables found on pages 117-124. 

 
12. Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Child Welfare Services – 

The Department is requested to provide to the Joint Budget Committee, by November 1 
of each year, information concerning the actual use of funds distributed through the child 
welfare allocation model, including data on expenses and children served by funding 
category.  At a minimum, such data should include the following:  (a) program services 
expenditures and the average cost per open involvement per year; (b) out-of-home 
placement care expenditures and the average cost per child per day; and (c) subsidized 
adoption expenditures and the average payment per child per day. 

 
Comment:  The Department has provided the following information in compliance with 
this request.  A comparison of data for the past five years is provided on page 127. 

 
 STATE TOTALS FY 2013-14 
 Child Population Ages 0-17 1,272,432 
 Referrals (Families) 83,278 
 Assessments 54,878 
 Total New Involvements 10,962 
 Open Involvements 35,486 
 Out-of-Home Open Involvements 9,705 
 Average Days per Year for Out-of Home Open Involvements 133 
b Total Out-of-Home Placement Care Expenditures $86,239,958 
 Total Paid days for all Out-of-Home 1,295,121 
b Average Cost per Day for all Out-of-Home Care $66.59 
a Program Services Expenditures $179,950,301 
a Average Program Service Cost per Open Involvement $5,071 
 Number of Children Receiving Adoption Subsidy 11,575 
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c Average Cost per Child per Day for Adoption Subsidy $13.48 
 Total Annual Adoption Subsidy Paid Days 3,155,674 
c Total Annual Subsidized Adoption Expenditures $42,531,151 

  
13. Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare – The Department is 

requested to provide to the Joint Budget Committee, by November 1 of each year, 
information concerning the gross amount of payments to child welfare service providers, 
including amounts that were paid using revenues other than county, state, or federal tax 
revenues.  The Department is requested to identify amounts, by source, for the last two 
actual fiscal years. 

  
 Comment:  In compliance with this request, the Department has provided the following 

information: 
 

Payment Type FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 
Social Security Income* $5,185,743 $3,779,700 
Provider Recovery Revenue $76,390 $22,012 
Child Support $1,817,526 $1,815,739 
Parental Fees $3,038,179 $2,624,992 
Veteran’s Benefits $750 0 
Parental Medical Adjustment Paid to County $627 $1,380 
Other Sources $34,844 $60,083 

Total $10,154,059 $8,303,907 
 * Social Security Income includes Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security Disability Income (SSDI) and 

Social Security Administration (SSA). 
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Appendix D: Indirect Cost Assessment Methodology 
 
This appendix is included in the briefing presentation for the Department of Human Services, 
Executive Director’s Office, scheduled for December 5, 2014. 
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Appendix E: SMART Act Annual Performance Report 
 
Pursuant to Section 2-7-205 (1) (a) (I), C.R.S., the Department of Human Services is required to 
publish an Annual Performance Report by November 1 of each year.  This report is to include a 
summary of the Department’s performance plan and most recent performance evaluation.  The 
report dated November 10, 2014 is attached for consideration by the Joint Budget Committee in 
prioritizing the Department’s budget requests 
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Department of Human Services Annual Performance Report 

Strategic Policy Initiatives 

The Department of Human Services has identified several strategic policy initiatives for FY 2014-15 and beyond.  For this evaluation report, the Department 
selected a few initiatives that best capture some of the Department’s strategic and operational priorities and reflect the overall direction as identified by 
Department leadership.  The initiatives also provide context for much of the day-to-day work, which is highlighted in the measures section of the 
report.  Additional detail for these, and other, strategic policy initiatives is available in the Department’s Performance Plan, which may be accessed here.    

Thrive in the community 
Expand community living options for all people served by the Department - Colorado continues its rich tradition of innovation in its services to elderly individuals and those 
with disabilities, mental illnesses, or substance use disorders. The Department remains committed to decreasing the number of people housed in public institutions through the 
development of community resource networks and high-quality community-based services.  These services enable individuals to thrive in the setting of their choice.   
 
To ensure child safety through improved prevention, access and permanency - Colorado is committed to ensuring that children living anywhere in Colorado should be in safe 
and permanent settings. Furthermore, the Department is committed to ensuring that children are entitled to the same level of protection from abuse and neglect everywhere in 
Colorado.  
 
Achieve economic security through meaningful work 

 To achieve economic security for more Coloradans through employment and education - The Department remains focused on making public benefits more effective and 
increasing access to public benefits when eligible. There is increased emphasis on employment and how to transform the Colorado Works program to be, first and foremost, 
about supporting individuals to prepare for, attain, and retain employment to support their families. The Department is committed to assisting citizens served through its many 
programs to gain and retain employment, as well as, enhance employment opportunities over time. 
 
Prepare for educational success throughout their lives 
To improve kindergarten readiness through quality early care and learning options for all Coloradans - As the Office of Early Childhood enters the third year since its creation 
in 2012, it remains focused on supporting the parents of young children to ensure educational success.  The two divisions in the Office of Early Childhood work collaboratively to 
champion the needs of young children in Colorado through their work with community partners, including Nurse Family Partnership, Head Start, child care providers, Early 
Childhood Councils, Family Resource Centers, and the Children’s Trust Fund.  The Office is committed to increasing high-quality access for children and ensuring that children 
receive early intervention services that are timely and appropriate. 
 

To return youth committed to the Division of Youth Corrections (DYC) to the community better prepared to succeed through education received while in the custody of the 
Department - The Division of Youth Corrections provides educational services to youth residing in state-operated facilities and those placed in contract residential programs. In 
2014, subject matter experts have been hired and hardware purchased to lay the foundation for improving the DYC educational infrastructure. In addition to the services 
provided to youth in state-operated and contract programs, DYC also assists youth in connecting with community services and institutions upon parole.  Division of Youth 
Corrections’ client manager parole officers work collaboratively with local school districts, alternative schools, community colleges, and private providers of tutoring services to 
ensure youth are placed in the appropriate school setting to meet their needs.
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Operational Measures 

Thrive in the community 
 

Measure FY12 Actual FY13 Actual FY14 Actual 1-Year Goal 3-Year Goal 
Percentage of infants and toddlers with growth in skills 65.6% 81.0% 76.4% 85.0% 85.0% 

Compliance with the Statutory Requirement Related to Timeliness of 
Assessment Closure 

61.2% 73.7% 86.1% 92.0% 95.0% 

Percentage of children and youth in congregate care settings 23.3% 23.0% 20.6% 18.4% 15.0% 
Percentage of youth who do not recidivate in residential placements 99.6% 99.9% 100% 98.0% 98.0% 

Length of time to transition to community setting (i.e., goal is 60 days) 76 92 114 60 60 
Percentage of Veteran’s Community Living Centers residents without falls 81.0% 79.0% 80.0% 88.0% 88.0% 

Percentage of timely responses to adult protection inquiries (i.e., 
Emergency/24 Hour or Non-emergency/3 Business Days) 

77.0% 91.0% 95.2% 90.0% 90.0% 

Percentage of persons treated who show reduced mental health 
symptoms 

52.6% 53.6% 56.7% 67.0% 67.0% 

 

 
Achieve economic security through meaningful work 

 

 
 

 

Measure FY12 Actual FY13 Actual FY14 Actual 1-Year Goal 3-Year Goal 
Attainment of successful employment* 2,496 2,957 1,604 2,959 2,960 

Accuracy percentage of initial eligibility decisions 97.9% 95.1% 97.5% 97.0% 97.0% 
Collection percentage of current child support due 62.8% 62.7% 63.4% 65% 66% 

Percentage of monthly Food Assistance expedited applications processed 
within seven calendar days 

85.4% 91.03% 90.0% 95.0% 95.0% 

Percentage of Monthly Food Assistance recertification applications 
processed within 60 days 

74.2% 88.76% 87.2% 95.0% 95.0% 

Percentage of Colorado Works participants gaining employment N/A 21.26% 18.68% 25.0% 35.0% 
Percentage of Old Age Pension and Aid to the Needy Disabled 

applications processed within 60 and 45 days, respectively 
89.6% 90.1% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 

*In May 2013, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation instituted a full Order of Selection waiting list. This ultimately reduced the number of active cases to be worked, 
and has therefore, contributed to the reduction of successful employment outcomes this year. 
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Prepare for educational success throughout their lives 
 

Measure FY12 Actual FY13 Actual FY14 Actual 1-Year Goal 3-Year Goal 
Percentage of children utilizing Colorado Child Care Assistance Program 

in top-rated facilities 
N/A N/A 20.7% 34.0% 34.0% 

Percentage of youth enrolled in education or employed at discharge 62.9% 70.0% 78.0% 85.0% 85.0% 
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